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ABSTRACT
A MODEL FOR ASSESSING ERROR IN GOAL MEASUREMENT
May 1979
Elizabeth Cole Proper
B.A., Boston University
M . Ed
. ,
University of Massachusetts
Ed.D. # University of Massachusetts
Directed by: Professor Thomas E. Hutchinson
As they develop evaluation designs, evaluators are
usually concerned that they provide decision makers with
usable information about goal attainment and that such
information be as error-free as possible, given the
usual time and resource constraints. Examinations of
error, i.e., studies of reliability and validity, usually
focus on the instruments. Error, however, may also occur
during the conceptualization of the goal, prior to the
development and selection of instruments.
The purpose of this study is to present a model of
the process involved both in the conceptualization of
goals and in the development and selection of tools for
the measurement of goals in order to identify potential
sources of error in that process.
vi
Three different tests have been employed to examine
the usefulness of that model. First, traditional relia-
bility and validity techniques were placed within the
model as a demonstration of the model's ability to
encompass commonly recognized methods for determining
error components, and as a demonstration of sources of
error which are not explored by such techniques. Second,
goal statements and associated scales from an evaluation
were placed within the model to demonstrate the model's
ability to assist evaluators in critically examining their
plans for goal assessment prior to measurement. Third,
data from that evaluation were analyzed to determine the
utility of the model in assisting evaluators in a quanti-
tative examination of their plans for goal assessment.
The goal statements, their associated scales, and
program data which have been examined in tests two and
three were taken from the evaluation of Follow Through, a
large-scale compensatory education program implemented in
kindergarten through third grade in over 175 school dis-
tricts across the United States. Follow Through's
mandated goal of parent participation was selected as the
goal to be examined in this study. Four program documents
— the Program Manual , the Parent Interview , the
Supporti ng.
vi i
Statement for the Parent Interview, and the evaluators'
report (Stebbins et al., 1977—were the basic instruments
whose data were selected for examination within the model.
The model postulates six different types of error
which may occur between the time of a goal's initial con-
ceptualization and its measurement, three of which were
examined using data from the already-completed evalua-
tion. That examination suggested that potential sources
of error did exist and that the evaluators might have
profitably considered the inclusion of additional mea-
sures.
While the current model focuses on the process of
assessing goal attainment, the model might be expanded
to include other concerns such as the types of error
which may be involved in the process of developing
competency-based tests.
vi 1
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Backq round
Evaluation activities often include the develop-
ment of instruments or assessment techniques designed to
provide specific types of information for decision makers.
Such an objective may be less apparent in evaluation
designs which are developed to meet the needs of decision
makers who are external to the daily administration of
the program, for example. Congress. Such evaluations do,
however, provide specific information for decision makers
and thus must be relevant to certain goals, whether the
goals are those of the external decision makers, the
evaluator, or the experts, or whether or not they are
inferred through an examination of relevant literature.
When evaluators choose an instrument or when test
makers develop one in order to provide a decision maker
AUTHOR'S NOTE: Data used in this report have been drawn
from files used by Abt Associates Inc., under Contract No.
300-75-0134 to the United State Office of Education.
Neither Abt Associates' staff nor the Office of Education
is responsible for any errors or omissions; the author
accepts full responsibility for those, the statements in
this study do not necessarily represent any official
position of the Office of Education.
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2with certain information, they are concerned with measur-
ing a given dimension or set of dimensions of an ob-
ject or event. However, in order to measure that di-
mension, they must be able to conceptualize it prior
to the measurement or observation process.
Both evaluators and researchers have emphasized the
problems involved in the observation of the dimension.
This emphasis is manifested in the examination of error
through studies of reliability and validity. In relia-
bility studies, the primary concern is reproducibility of
the measured outcome, i.e., given that the dimension is
stable, that stability of observations exists across
time, persons, and instrument forms or items. In the
area of validity, a number of different concerns exist.
Three major types of validity have been distinguished by
the Standards for Educational and Psychological Tests and
Manuals of the APA (1966): criterion-related, content,
and construct. Criterion-related validity is concerned
with ascertaining the degree to which two different forms
of measurement, one usually considered a more direct
measure of the dimension, measure the same dimension.
Content validity is concerned with ascertaining that the
instrument has sampled adequately the domain of the
dimension. Construct is concerned with ascertaining the
3extent to which a given instrument measures an hypothe-
sized dimension or set of dimensions.
The major work in the area of validity, as in the
area of reliability, is concerned with the process of
measurement which occurs after the process of conceptu—
alization. With both c r i te r i on— r el a ted and content
validity, the dimension or set of dimensions is assumed
to have been specified or hypothesized prior to the
process of validation. The primary exception involves
the construct validation of an hypothesized dimension.
Various kinds of reliability have grown out of the
evolution of test construction; and various kinds of
validity have been developed over a period of time to
fit particular needs. To this author's knowledge, there
is no model which specifically places each of the various
kinds of reliability measures and kinds of validity in
juxtaposition with each other. No extensive work has
been done in the area of problems arising in the gener-
ation of appropriate means to measure phenomena in an
educational context. This is particularly true in the
area of evaluation. An empirical model which aids in
the location and minimization of sources of error vari-
ance in an evaluation process will enhance an evaluator's
ability to determine the most effective means to conduct
4an evaluation. Such a model would assist evaluators in
determining the most reliable means for assessing goal
attainment, identifying potential sources of error and
helping to reduce the error in measurement.
Purpose
The purpose of this study is to present a model
of the process involved both in the conceptualization
of goals and in the development and selection of tools
for the measurement of goals in order to identify poten-
tial sources of error in that process.
Statement of the Specific Problem
What would constitute a model which would outline the
process of conceptualization and measurement of a goal in
the field of education? Such a model should facilitate
the identification of various sources of error and enable
a person to place the various types of reliability and
validity within it such that their relationship to each
other and the potential types of error not previously
identified and handled may be made manifest.
5Organization of the Dissertation
Following a review of traditional approaches to
reliability and validity in Chapter II and a description
in Chapter III of the ways the model will be examined,
such a model is proposed in Chapter IV. Chapter IV also
presents the results of three different types of tests
which have been made of that model. First, the approaches
to examining reliability and validity which have been
reviewed in Chapter II are placed within the model as a
demonstration of the model's ability to encompass commonly
recognized methods for assessing error components. The
placement of these approaches within the model will also
serve to demonstrate sources of error which have not
been explored using such techniques. Second, in order to
demonstrate the utility of the model in assisting evalu-
ators to examine critically their evaluation plans,
specific goals and associated scales from an evaluation
are placed within the model. Third, to demonstrate the
usefulness of the model to assist evaluators in a quanti-
tative examination of their plans, data from that evalua-
tion are examined. Chapter V reviews the results of the
three tests and includes suggestions for further research,
both in terms of further work on the model and of ways in
which the model might be applied in the evaluation setting.
6Def ini t ions
The words 'goal', 'criterion', and 'error' are
defined below as they will be used in this study.
A goal
,
according to Webster (1974)
,
is "the end
toward which effort is directed." Webster also lists
'goal' as a synonym for 'objective'. Some authors,
perhaps following Webster, do use goal and objective
synonomously
. For example, Filley, House and Kerr (1976)
describe a list of six types of goals as a classifica-
tion of objectives (p. 308). Other authors, however,
differentiate between the two terms. For example, using
them in a hierarchical fashion, Webber (1979) states that
"For each continuing objective, there would be a specific
goal" (p. 281). Still other authors define general
statements as goals and specific statements as objec-
tives. For example, Mager (1972) illustrates the differ-
ence between goal and objective with the following
sentence: "Demonstrate an understanding of by being
able to " (p. 118) . Mager identifies the first part
of this sentence (up to and including the first blank) as
the goal and the last part of the sentence (beginning with
able) as the objective. Education program developers,
administrators, and evaluators are encouraged by writers
such as Mager to define goals in terms of objectives which
7specify desired behaviors. Such an explicit differentia-
tion between goal a nd objective would not enhance the
meaning of the present study and would add to the study's
complexity by introducing another dimension. Therefore,
the one word goal shall be used and shall include the
concept of objective within this study. The statement of
a goal does not, however, necessarily imply its measur-
ability. A goal of a student teaching program may relate
to a future teacher's performance in his/her own classroom
five years after graduation, although no funds are avail-
able to measure such.
Criterion within this study refers to the degree
to which a goal needs to be achieved in order to be
attained. For example, a goal may be that each child
within a class be able to do math problems as presented
on some given level and form of the Metropolitan Achieve-
ment Test. The criterion might be that a student answer
correctly a specific number of items in order to achieve
the goal.
Error within this study refers to the extent to
which the obtained measures do not assess the program's
intended outcomes. While such error may be random, it
is not assumed to be random as error in statistics or
psychometrics is usually assumed to be.
8Study Limitation
This study has been conducted as a learning experi-
ence in the author's graduate training. As such, it has
been constrained both by time and by monetary resources.
These constraints have necessitated the expediency of
the proposed model's being examined with only one set of
pre-existing data. The use of such a limited data set
precludes both the opportunity to examine the model's
utility in modifying ongoing evalaution and the potential
for generalization. The use of such data, however, does
provide initial insights into model utility.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
The purpose of this study is to present a conceptual
model of the process involved both in the conceptualiza-
tion of goals and in the development and selection of
tools to measure goal attainment and to identify potential
sources of error within the process. As pointed out in
Chapter I, the usual methods for assessing error involve
studies of reliability and validity. The traditional
methods of assessing reliability and validity have,
therefore, been reviewed prior to the development of the
model. Because the model to be proposed is concerned with
the conceptual development of a goal and its measures,
techniques for examining reliability and validity have
been reviewed from their conceptual rather than their
mathematical framework.
Reliability
The assessment of reliability consists of studying
the consistency of an instrument across forms, items,
people and/or time and involves the apportionment of
obtained score variance to true score and error. Differ-
ent methods of assessing reliability ascribe different
9
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portions of obtained variance to true score and error.
Therefore, conceptual concern of a reliability study is
to decide which portions of variance should be ascribed
to true score and which to error. Stanley (1971) has
discussed six major conceptual categories or types of
variance and has pointed out how they are traditionally
ascribed to either true score or error variance in various
types of reliability studies. Four categories are con-
cerned with characteristics of the individual subject:
lasting and general, lasting and specific, temporary and
general, temporary and specific. The fifth category
consists of factors involved in the conditions surrounding
test administration. The sixth and last category consists
of that chance variance which is otherwise not explained.
The first category, lasting and general, includes
those characteristics of individuals which might be
measured by a number of different instruments. For
example, in the assessment of pupil achievement, it
might be general reading ability; or, in the assessment
of parental involvement in school activities, it might
be the parent's general tendency for involvement in
community activities. This category of lasting and
general characteristics of individuals would also include
general test taking skills and ability to understand
11
instructions. For example, if parents whose children were
i,n a program for the culturally disadvantaged were being
interviewed about their involvement in school activities,
general test taking skills might include the parent's
ability to deal with an interview, and the ability to
understand instructions might include the person's ability
to understand standard English.
Each of these types of general and lasting variance
is normally treated as systematic or true score variance
in a reliability study. Although variance attributable
to test taking skills and ability to understand instruc-
tions is treated as systematic or true score variance in
reliability studies, one may wish to reduce such vari-
ance and to assess its influence through validity studies.
One may also wish to assess and reduce that portion of
general ability which is not directly related to the goal
or concept being examined, even though it is part of
systematic variance in the study of reliability.
The second category consists of lasting and speci-
fic characteristics of the individual. This category is
broken by Stanley into two parts: that variance associ-
ated with the overall test and that variance associated
with particular items. Overall test variance includes
variance associated with the traits being tested, with
12
skills related to test format and with stable response
sets. For example, a test of phonic skills will include
some variance found only in tests of phonic skills. In
an examination of parent involvement in parent group
elections some variance will be associated with that
specific activity. This specific trait variance would
be treated as systematic in both reliability and vali-
dity studies. A second type of variance associated with
the overall test is attributable to skills related to
test format; e.g., ability to handle multiple choice
items or to respond in face-to-face interviews. While
in validity studies this may be considered error vari-
ance, in reliability studies it is treated as systematic
variance. The third type of lasting and specific variance
associated with overall test variance is the stability of
a person's response set; e.g., a person's tendency to mark
"true” on true/false items or to give a socially desired
response. Once again, while a study of validity would
consider this to be error variance, a study of reliability
would treat it as systematic variance.
The second major part of lasting and specific vari-
ance is found at the item level. One example of
item-
level variance would be knowledge of the answers to speci-
fic items regardless of general subject matter knowledge.
13
Another examle would be variance associated with a ques-
tion about PTA meeting attendance in a questionnaire
about parent involvement in community activities. This
type of item variance also includes skill in handling
specific item types. For example, Stanley suggests that
the data sufficiency items of the Scholastic Aptitude Test
may be differentially familiar to different test takers;
or, if parents were being questioned about their involve-
ment in school activities, the skill required by respon-
dents to read options on questionnaire items might be more
familiar to some respondents than to others. While this
type of item variance is treated as error in most relia-
bility studies, this variance will be treated as syste-
matic in test-retest studies of a single test.
The third category consists of temporary and general
characteristics. Typical sources of such variance are
health, fatigue, and emotional strain. Whether this
variance should be treated as systematic or error variance
depends upon the test developer's concerns. For example,
if one is exploring parental attitudes toward a particular
PTA meeting, this category should be treated as systematic
variance; however, if one is interested in parental
attitude towards PTA meetings in general, then this
category should be treated as error variance. Reliability
14
coefficients based on data collected on one or more
instruments at a single time point will treat this cate-
gory as systematic variance, while coefficients based upon
data collected on one or more instruments administered at
multiple time points will treat this category as error
variance.
The fourth category consists of temporary and
specific characteristics both at the overall test level
and at the item level. At the overall test level, these
characteristics include test wiseness and test format
which are specific to the given point in time. Whether
they are attributed to systematic or error variance
depends upon the same type of qualifications as the
category of temporary and general characteristics dis-
cussed directly above. Specific and temporary char-
acteristics at the item level, however, are usually
treated as error variance in any study; one exception
would be that this component of variance would be syste-
matic in a test-retest study of a single instrument.
The fifth category consists of variance associated
with the administration of the test and the appraisal
of test performance. Whether this variance is systema-
tic or chance, it should be treated as error variance.
The sixth category is any other chance variance and
15
would normally be treated as error variance in any
study. [This discussion of six major types of variance
is the author's interpretive paraphrase of Stanley's
(1971) more extended discussion of the same topic.]
As may be inferred from the above, the selection of
the appropriate type of reliability coefficient to use is
dependent upon the intended use of the instrument.
Variance associated with lasting and general characteris-
tics and with lasting and specific characteristics at the
overall test level is treated as systematic variance in
reliability studies; however, with the exception of
coefficients based on test-retest studies, lasting and
specific variance at the item level is treated as error.
Variance associated with temporary and general character-
istics is treated as systematic variance by coefficients
based on single time point data collection and as error
variance by coefficients based on multiple time point data
collection. Variance associated with temporary and
specific characteristics at the overall test level is
treated in a similar fashion; however, temporary item
level variance is normally treated as error, except in a
test-retest study of a single instrument.
Whether reliability is approached from the perspec-
tive of particular coefficients or from a concern with
16
assigning specified portions of variance to true score
and error, both types of approaches focus on the instru-
mentation phase of the process of assessment and neither
is concerned with the conceptualization phase.
Validity
To validate, according to Cronbach (1971), is to
examine the soundness of all the interpretations of a
test--descriptive and explanatory interpretations as
well as situation-bound predictions. In a similar,
although somewhat more restrictive fashion, Lord and
Novick (1968) write of the validity of a test "as the
extent to which it measures or predicts some criterion
of interest" whether the criterion be a "theoretical
construct" or "some future performance" (p. 261). At a
more global level. Peak (1953) ascribes to validity "the
problem of giving... the parts meaning by finding the way
in which they fit into the whole pattern of events"
(p. 284).
When an area of concern may be defined as broadly
as to include the examination of the "soundness of all
the interpretations...", it is understandable that many
different types of investigatory procedures have been
developed and employed. Some of these types of validity
17
may be considered aspects of more generic types; e.g.,
discriminant and convergent as aspects of construct.
Others may be considered as historcial precursors; e.g.,
Gul liksen s intrinsic content and intrinsic correlational
(1950) of Campbell and Fiske's convergent and discriminant
(1959). Still others are attempts at redefinition of
the validity issues in general; e.g., Cattell's three
parameters (1964). Both specific investigatory approaches
and general approaches to developing a broader concept of
validity are discussed below.
Specific investigatory approaches
.
Face validity
. This form of validity, as defined
by Mosier (1947), includes four forms: validity by
assumption — the instrument appears valid and no statis-
tical analysis is necessary; validity by definition — the
test items are considered by a subject-matter expert to be
an appropriate sample from a population of items; validity
by appearance -- the instrument appears to be valid and is
demonstrated to be valid through statistical analysis;
validity by h ypothesis — the instrument is assumed,
dependent upon later analysis, to be valid because of its
apparent relationship with other instruments whose valid-
ity has been demonstrated.
18
Content validity
. Content validity studies examine
the correspondence of test items to the universe of items
which the test purportedly samples. Cronbach (1971)
points out that such a universe includes the type of
response expected of the examinee and suggests that to
ensure content validity, the test constructor work
through objectives, subdividing them in a logical fashion
until the items are developed.
P redictive validity . Predictive validity studies
compare test scores with performance on a criterion
variable which is measured at a future point in time.
Concurrent validity . Studies of concurrent validity
ascertain the degree to which two different tests, admin-
istered at the same time, measure the same thing.
Construct validity . Construct validity is concerned
with "theory that sketches out the presumed nature of
the trait" (Cronbach, 1971, p. 462). Cronbach notes that
there is no precise criterion as in predictive validity,
nor a domain of content as in content validity. He
suggests that it is not possible to completely define a
construct in behavioral terms because the construct is
intended to apply to future undefined situations as well
as to the present.
19
Intrinsic content and intrinsic correlational valid-
i ty * Gulliksen (1950) argues for assessing the intrin-
sic content validity of achievement tests by examining
the criterion instrument's relationship both to other
criterion variables and to several predictor variables.
The objective of such assessment is to ascertain whether
the instruments are functioning as would be predicted;
e.g., a criterion variable should have low correlations
with tests of unrelated skills and higher correlations
with tests of similar skills. In the aptitude testing
domain, Gulliksen recommends the selection of aptitude
tests which have "some direct and intrinsic causal rela-
tionship" (p. 516) to the criterion rather than tests
which have only indirect relationships, as the validity
of the latter is more easily lowered. For example,
coaching for some types of tests is more likely to be
successful than coaching for other types of tests. It
would be far easier to coach for a paper and pencil apti-
tude test of mechanical skills by concentrating on a few
paper and pencil test taking skills than it would be to
coach for a laboratory test of mechanical skills. Pre-
dictions of performance on tasks following completion
of a course concentrating on mechanical skills could
thus be far less accurate if they were based on paper
20
and pencil tests than if they were based on laboratory
tests.
Convergent and discriminant validity
. Gulliksen's
intrinsic content and intrinsic correlational validity
are precursors of Campbell and Fiske's convergent and
discriminant validity. The study of convergent validity
involves ascertaining that different types of tests
which purportedly measure the same trait correlate
highly with each other. The study of discriminant
validity involves ascertaining that tests which are
similar in type (e.g., true/false) but which purportedly
measure different traits do not correlate highly with
each other. Campbell and Fiske recommend the concurrent
study of convergent and discriminant validity to ascer-
tain that the instrument in question has both high
correlations with different types of instruments measur-
ing the same trait and low correlations with similar
types of instruments measuring different traits.
Incremental vali dity. Incremental validation
statistically ascertains that the addition of a new test
to a test battery adds more information than would be
supplied by simply extending the length of the existing
tests within the battery (Sechrest, 1963).
21
General approaches .
Cattell's three parameters . Cattell (1964) pro-
poses that validity be viewed in terms of three para-
meters: Degree of Abstraction of Referent Criterion ;
Degree o f Naturalness of the Criterion; and Degree of
Directness of Validation .
The D egr ee of Abstraction of Referent Criterion
extends from concrete to conceptual; the correlation of
a test to measure smoking habit with number of cigar-
ettes smoked a day would be a concrete validity, for
example; whereas to ascertain whether a test measures
intelligence is to ascertain its conceptual validity.
Cattell defines concrete criterion validation as special
purpose validation and points out that a given test may
have many different concrete validities. General pur-
pose tests, such as those for intelligence or anxiety,
are validated not in terms of one specific criterion,
but rather in terms of a concept which is defined by a
pattern of measurement operations rather than a single
operation
.
The D egree of Naturalness of the Criterion extends
from natural to artifactual. A natural validity
would
involve correlation with concrete behavior or with a
conceptual representation of that behavior (such as
22
ability to adjust in the classroom) which occurs in the
environment. An artifactual validity involves correla-
tion with an instrument or a laboratory situation.
The Degree of Directness of Validation extends from
direct to circumstantial. Direct validation involves
the direct correlation of an instrument with its cri-
terion. Circumstantial validation requires that the
instrument react to other variables in the same manner
that the criterion variable reacts to the other variables.
Cattell (1964), stating that the degree of natural-
ness of the criterion is a less serious issue, empha-
sizes the four major types of validities developed from
degree of abstraction and degree of directness: (1)
concrete-direct, (2) conceptual-direct, (3) concrete-
circumstantial, and (4) conceptual-circumstantial.
Cronbach's five foci of investigation . Cronbach
(1971) describes five different foci for the investigation
of validity. One focus is the concern for educational
importance. This involves comparing the test's tasks with
the educational objective and ascertaining whether or not
the i ns tr ument ( s ) measure(s) what is considered important
and do(es) not neglect other important issues. Another
investigatory purpose is to ascertain content validity.
This involves determining whether or not all aspects of
23
the universe have been covered by the instrument. A third
concern is construct validity, that is, "Does the test
measure the attribute it is said to measure" (p. 446)?
The fourth and fifth concerns are criterion related, the
fourth being concerned with use of a test for selection,
and the fifth with the use of the test for placement
purposes, assuming that the particular group has already
been selected for general treatment and that the issue is
to place group members within type of treatment.
In dividing validity concerns across another dimen-
sion, Cronbach points out that there are two major uses of
tests, one for making decisons about persons, the second
for describing persons. If one is primarily concerned
with making a decision about a person, one is concerned
with criterion-related validity issues such as selection
and placement. If one is concerned with describing a
person, then one is concerned that the test have content
or construct validity. Loevinger (1965) has argued that
one cannot be concerned with content validity and should
be primarily concerned with construct validation. Her
argument is that one cannot sample items. Cronbach, on
the other hand, argues that the principle of random
selection does not often occur in people, so therefore it
may not matter too much whether or not one can sample j_rom
24
a random population, if in fact one does not. Further-
more, while a population of items may not exist, a content
universe does exist, and it is the boundaries of this
content universe which must be described prior to content
validation. Furthermore, it is not necessary that the
universe be denumerable. Cronbach suggests that atmos-
pheric sampling to measure presence of fission products
is a matter of dipping a bucket into "an ill-defined
inhomogeneous flow" (p. 455), as is content sampling of
i terns
.
To assure content validity, one must subdivide gross
objectives rather finely and ascertain that one samples
from each of the divided categories. This is not a
concern of correlational techniques. On the other hand,
construct validation is concerned with ascertaining that a
particular constellation of attributes is being tapped.
While correlations are often used as a basis for determin-
ing construct validity, Cronbach points out that a mere
catalog of relationships is a do-it-yourself kit and that
construct validation should include a "reasonably definite
statement of the proposed interpretations" (p. 483).
Peak's problems of objective observa t ion . Peak
(1953) has placed both reliability and validity issues
into a larger framework of objective observation. She
25
whites of six major problems of objective observation.
The first two deal with the selection of the behavior to
be observed and the documentation of the conditions under
which the behavior is observed. She points out that,
while some behaviors may be the foci of interest, in most
cases the behaviors are manifestations of variables, and
inferences about these other variables are made as a
result of observation of the behaviors. Thus careful
selection of the behavior and documentation of the obser-
vation are prerequisites. Her third and fourth concerns
are with appropriate scoring procedures and with the unity
of the items. This concern with unity is a concern for
homogeneity, which is one aspect of reliability as it was
discussed above. Her fifth concern is with validity. Her
sixth concern is with reliability, defined as a concern
for stability of observation, measurement and inference.
Thus Peak juxtaposes the concerns of reliability and
validity with other problems of observation.
Summary
Most of the specific approaches which have been
reviewed here have been concerned with assessing error at
the instrument level. The few which have also been
concerned with assessing errors which may occur at the
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conceptualization level have not differentiated between
conceptualization of a measure and instrumentation.
Each of the general approaches to validity and
reliability reviewed above has re-examined reliability and
validity concerns from a slightly different perspective.
Cattell has reviewed validity in terms of parameters of
the criterion variable; Cronbach has expressed a concern
for focusing on the purposes of the investigation; and
Peak has focused on the problems involved in objective
observation. While each of these general approaches
includes a concern for steps both during and prior to
instrumentation, none uses the processes of conceptuali-
zation and observation as its focus.
The purpose of this study is to present a model of
the process involved both in the conceptualization of
goals and in the development and selection of tools for
the measurement of goals. Through that model, the study
identifies potential sources of error in both the con-
ceptualization and the tool development and selection
process. Three different tests have been employed to
examine the usefulness of the model. First, the ap-
proaches to reliability and validity which have been
reviewed in this chapter are placed within the model to
demonstrate its ability to encompass commonly recognized
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methods for assessing error components and to determine
sources of error which have not been explored using such
techniques. Second, in order to demonstrate the model's
ability to assist evaluators in critically examining
their evaluation plans, goals and associated scales from
an evaluation are placed within the model. Third, to
demonstrate the usefulness of the model to assist eval-
uators in a quantitative examination of their plans,
data from that evaluation are examined. The results of
these tests are presented in Chapter IV; those results
are then reviewed and suggestions made for further
research in Chapter V. Those suggestions for further
research focus both on ways in which the model might
be developed further and on ways in which the model might
be applied in evaluation settings.
CHAPTER III
PROCEDURES
Model Development
A conceptual model is to be proposed which outlines
the processes involved in the conceptualization of
an attribute and in the development or selection of tools
for the observation of that attribute. (The idea for this
model evolved as the author prepared for her comprehensive
examinations.) The model identifies potential sources of
error within the conceptualization and observation pro-
cesses. This chapter describes three tests which have
been employed to examine the model, the evaluation data
which were used in those tests, and the methods used to
review the findings of those tests.
Tests of the Model
Three different tests are employed to examine the
usefulness of the model. First, the techniques for
determining reliability and validity reviewed in Chapter
II are placed within the model to demonstrate its ability
to encompass commonly recognized methods for assessing
error components and to determine sources of error which
are not explored by these techniques. Second, goal
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statements and associated scales from an evaluation are
placed within the model to demonstrate its utility in
assisting evaluators to examine critically their plans for
goal assessment prior to measurement. Third, data from
the evaluation are examined to demonstrate the utility of
the model in assisting evaluators in quantitative examina-
tions of their plans for goal assessment. If goal state-
ments, associated scales and data cannot be placed within
the model, the model will not have passed this first test
of utility and will need to be appropriately revised
following the completion of this study.
Juxtaposition of types of reliability and validity.
The first test of the model involves the placement of the
various types of reliability and validity into the model.
This placement is a test of the conceptual ability of the
model to do what it has set out to do.
Test-retest, parallel form, and homogeneity coeffi-
cients are the major types of reliability placed within
the model. The types of validity considered include:
construct, convergent and discriminant, as discussed by
Campbell and Fiske (1959); intrinsic content and intrinsic
correlation as discussed by Gulliksen (1950); incremental,
as discussed by Sechrest (1963); face, as discussed by
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Mosier (1947); and Cattell's (1964) three parameters:
degree of abstraction of referent criterion, degree of
naturalness of the criterion, and degree of directness of
validation.
Each of these types of reliability and validity
has been placed into the conceptual model in order to
demonstrate the type of error within the model which they
examine.
Placement of evaluation data into model . The second
test involves an examination of data from a program
evaluation. The utilization of a program evaluation as the
test mechanism permits some real world validation of the
model. If such a model is to be proposed, one of its
functions should be its ability to identify problems in
the world of educational evaluation and to facilitate the
amelioration of such problems. The ability of the model
to do so will therefore constitute a minor but nonetheless
important test.
One specific goal of the program has been selected
and examined in terms of the model. Available documents
have been examined to ascertain the development of that
goal from its initial state through the development of
scoring procedures. Information from these documents are
described below under Sources of Data.
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Tests for the existence of error constructs
. After the
information from the available documents has been placed
in the model, statistical analyses are performed to dem-
onstrate the utility of the model for assessing potential
sources of error. The analyses employed are discussed in
Chapter IV following the presentation of the model.
Sources of Data
The data examined in this study have been taken from
the national evaluation of Follow Through. Follow Through
is a compensatory education program implemented in kinder-
garten (or first grade) through third grade in over 175
school districts across the United States. The program
was initiated in 1967 as a method for helping schools to
build upon disadvantaged children's Head Start experi-
ences. In Follow Through, a number of prominent educators,
advocating various educational theories and strategies,
were funded to become sponsors and to apply their theories
and strategies in selected sites. Twenty-one different
sponsors have participated in Follow Through. Nineteen of
those 21 remain as Follow Through sponsors in the 1978-79
school year. The number of sites with which a sponsor
interacts has ranged from 1 to 24, with most sponsors
10 and 15 different sites.being involved with between
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One of Follow Through's basic tenets is that:
< • .parents have both the right and the responsi-
bility to share in determining the nature of their
children's education. Accordingly, parents must be
given opportunities to take an active role in all
aspects of Follow Through" (Follow Throuqh Proqram
Manual, 1969, p. 5) .
This Follow Through program goal of parent participation
has been selected as the goal to be examined in this
study
.
The Follow Throuqh Proqram Manual
,
written during the
early period of program development, presents this goal of
parent participation and provides some specification of
that goal. The primary source of information 'about the
success of the goal is an interview with parents during
their children's last year in the program. That inter-
view has a supporting statement which explicates the
specific needs that the interview instrument was expect-
ed to meet. The national evaluation of the program
included an examination of parent participation, and its
report (Stebbins et al
. ,
1977) provides the evaluators'
empirical definitions of parent participation.
These four documents—the Program Manual , the Parent
Interview, the Supporting Statement for the Parent Inter -
view, and the evaluators' report—are the basic instru-
ments employed to place the evaluation data into the
model
.
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Program Manual
. The P rogram Manual
, which was written
during the early period of the program's development,
states the goal of parent participation and provides
some specification of that goal. Those portions of the
Program Manual which are relevant to the goal of parent
participation serve as the instrument which provides the
data concerning the goal and its initial specification.
The Parent Interview . The Parent Interview was adminis-
tered to a sample of mothers of treatment and comparison
group children during each sample child's entry year in
the program and during the spring of the child's year at
the exit grade level. The interview instrument was
modified over the years of the program; however, its main
functions remained constant—to provide home background
data to enhance the interpretation of pupil performance
and to provide information pertinent to the program's
goals for parents. Because of the multiplicity of func-
tions of the interview instrument, questions relevant to
the goal of parent participation are limited both in scope
and number. The content of the instrument relevant to
parent participation may be expected to deviate to some
extent from the original Program Manual because the unit
being evaluated is an ongoing program and as such is
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constantly being modified, unlike an experiment which is
defined and constrained for its duration. This study
placed the participation questions from the Interview into
the model in correspondence to the Program Manual state-
ments. A comparison of the P a rent Interview and the
Program Manual was expected to demonstrate that many of
the specifics of the Prog ram Manual were not measured by
the interview and that some types of parent participation
measured by the interview were not to be included in the
Program Manual
. Such divergence is accommodated within
the model's delineation.
Supporting Statement
. Each modified form of the Parent
Interview has a corresponding supporting statement which
explicates or justifies the questions of and modifica-
tions to the interview instrument. The Supporting
Statement for the Parent Interview has been used to
link the questions of the Parent Interview to the Program
Manual . It was expected that in some cases the support-
ing statement, rather than providing a link between the
interview and the manual, might provide additional infor-
mation or further clarification of the goal of parent
participation. The model was designed to accommodate such
phenomena
.
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Evaluators 1 Report . Abt Associates Inc. was the analysis
contractor for the national evaluation of Follow Through
from 1972 through 1977. The evaluators' report (Stebbins
et al
. ,
1977) includes descriptions of the parent parti-
cipation scales which were used in the Abt study. It was
expected, given the amount of time which elapsed between
the last revision of the Parent Interview and its support-
ing statement (1973) and the submission of the evaluators'
report (1977), that the sets of Parent Interview items
used by the evaluators to measure parent participation
would not be identical to the set identified by the
supporting statement.
Subjects
The information to be used in the analytic section
of this study has been collected through interviews with
3,668 parents of children who were part of either the
treatment or the comparison group in an educational
program which has been implemented in many locations
across the United States. These evaluation data have
been used in this study in order to examine the proposed
model. Within this study they have not been used to
evaluate the effectiveness of the program.
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Data Collection and Preparation
The Parent Interview was administered to parents of
successive cohorts of treatment and comparison group
children in a number of locations across the United
States by trained interviewers of an organization (Na-
tional Opinion Research Council) which contracts on the
national level for such work. Following the collection
of the data, computer tapes were prepared, cleaned, and
transmitted to the primary contractor responsible for data
collection (Stanford Research Institute). This contractor
merged the Parent Interview data with other 'evaluation
data and sent them to the primary analysis contractor (Abt
Associates Inc.), whose staff subsequently merged them
with the longitudinal data base. The data were once again
checked and cleaned prior to scoring for analytic pur-
poses. The specific data sets used in this study were
taken from the files of the analysis contractor.
Review of Findings
Following the presentation and the description of
the three tests of the model (the juxtaposition of the
reliability and validity coefficients, the placement of
the ongoing program goals within the model, and the
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statistical testing of different measures of that goal to
assess types of error in Chapter IV), the results of the
testing of the model will be reviewed in Chapter V. This
review process includes the noting of those portions of
the model which could be tested, given a specific evalua-
tion as the mode of testing; a review of the ability of
the model to alleviate problems related to the measurement
of goals in the ongoing evaluation; and a review of the
model in order to point out possible modifications to it
which have been identified as a result of its application
in an evaluation. In Chapter V suggestions for further
research are also made. These suggestions focus on ways
in which the model might be both further developed
and applied in evaluation settings.
CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
Three tests have been employed to determine the
usefulness of the proposed model. In the first test,
several approaches to reliability and validity which were
reviewed in Chapter II are placed within the model as a
demonstration of the model's ability to encompass com-
monly recognized methods for assessing error components
and as a demonstration of sources of error which have not
been explored using those techniques. In the second test,
a goal and its associated subgoals and measurement scales
from the evaluation study described in Chapter III are
placed within the model as a demonstration of the model's
ability to assist evaluators in critically examining their
plans. In the third test, measurement data from that
study are used to demonstrate the utility of the model in
assisting evaluators in a quantitative examination of
their plans. Figure 1 presents an outline of the model.
The model proposes several stages in the process of con-
ceptualization as well as different types of error which
may occur in the process of moving from one stage to the
next
.
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The Model
The U nverbalized Goal
, as presented at the top of
Figure 1, is an idea as it exists in someone's mind at a
non-verbal ized stage. For the test developer it is that
objective which he wishes to tap; for the evaluator it is
a goal which, though not verbalized, exists in the minds
of the decision makers. It is not possible to specifi-
cally identify it. However, it is possible to demonstrate
its existence. (See discussion below.)
Although one cannot measure a goal while it is in
the unverbalized stage, a complete set of Manifestations
of the Unverbalized Goal exists in the everyday world.
Any concept is manifested by its presence in the real
world, whether or not such manifestation is identified.
These manifestations are what the evaluative instruments
purport to approximate.
A primary goal statement is called a Verbalize d
G oal . This verbalized goal is analogous to the true
criterion or ultimate criterion variable discussed by
Darlington (1970) in that it is stated but not measured
directly. The model differentiates between the verbalized
and unverbalized goals because they may not be identical;
their potential difference is a source of error: error a.
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The extent of error a is related directly to the goal
developer s ability to express verbally the unverbalized
goal. The degree of divergence between these two goal
stages, unverbalized and verbalized, may not be quanti-
fiable, but it is manifested each time the developer makes
more than one attempt to verbalize a goal. These multiple
attempts are the demonstration of the existence of the
unverbalized goal which was mentioned above. Unless the
potential for error a is acknowledged, one may not realize
that repeated attempts at verbalization can produce
divergent verbalized goals.
As an example of both unverbalized and verbalized
goals and of the error which may exist between the two,
assume that school board members are attempting to define
the type of teachers they would like to have in the town's
classrooms. They might begin by saying that they want
good teachers. Then, they might decide that a term that
is closer to what they are considering is competent rather
than good. They might not be satisfied completely that
competent is exactly what they have in mind, but they may
decide that it is an adequate definition. Here we observe
two attempts to define the unverbalized concept. If
the school board members had accepted the term 'good'
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rather than the term 'competent', their further deline-
ation of the goal might have produced subgoals different
from those which they might produce if they use the term
'competent'. Through these two attempts, one sees the
potential for error a existing between the unverbalized
and verbalized goal stages.
The process of goal stating may or may not stop with
these initial attempts to verbalize. Sometimes, espe-
cially if the goal is narrow in scope, a single statement
may define the situation adequately. For example, a
teacher may develop the goal that each pupil will write
the solution to one math problem on the blackboard each
school day. This is a relatively specific and simply
defined goal which in itself suggests a measurement
procedure—keeping count through some form of checklist.
It also contains a criterion of goal atta inment--once
each school day. However, most initial goal statements
are not of this type, but are, rather, global state-
ments about a phenomenon. For example, the school board
members' initial goal is to have competent teachers in the
town's classrooms.
The school board members must next define 'competent
teacher'. The goals developed through this process of
definition are termed Partially Clarified Expressions
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within the model. This process of definition may be
multi-stage, with each stage resulting in more specific
goal statements than the preceding.
An example of a first stage of partially clarified
expressions for the school board members' verbalized goal,
a competent teacher, might include the following subgoals:
the teacher's lessons will be meaningful; the teacher will
keep in contact with students during the lesson; the
teacher will have a pleasant personality; the teacher will
respect children. Each of these subgoals might then be
clarified further. For example, at the second stage, the
partiallly clarified expression "the teacher's lessons
will be meaningful" might be defined to include the
following: the aims of the lesson, and the method used to
present the lesson, are appropriate. The phrases pre-
sented for stage one and stage two in this example are not
intended to represent all the components of these stages;
however, even if an extended attempt were made to produce
all components, it is highly unlikely that the attempt
would be completely successful. Therefore, the model
postulates that error b may be introduced at each stage in
the clarification process. That is, it is assumed that at
stage one of the partial clarification process, there is a
population of partially clarified expressions which would
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define completely the verbalized criterion. The degree to
which the expressions at stage one are not this complete
set (population) is the degree to which error b exists.
At each stage of clarification of a given expression,
there is assumed to be a complete set (population) of
subexpressions which would define completely that expres-
sion for a given decision maker; the degree to which that
population is not stated is the degree to which error b is
introduced at that stage of expression.
The type and extent of errors a and b are not likely
to remain constant. At the point in time when the pro-
gram's goals and subgoals are first stated, errors a and
b are likely to be minimal for any given decision maker.
As decision makers change or as time passes the errors are
likely to increase. For example, although across time or
decision maker the unverbalized goal may shift, the
verbalized goal may or may not be changed. If the goal is
not reverbalized periodically, or when changes in deci-
sion makers occur, it is likely that error a will in-
crease. Similarly, across time and decision makers, the
meaning of a verbalized goal is likely to change. For
example, the school board's definition of the term compe-
tent' may shift if the composition of the school board
changes. Even if the same people remain on the school
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board, their view of the term 'competent' may change
across time. These changes may produce an increase in
error b if such goals are not periodically reverbalized.
The model assumes that not all of the identified,
partially clarified expressions will always be selected
as areas for examination in a measurement process.
For example, available resources may not be sufficient
to measure every area of concern. The degree to which
the Selected Set of Partially Clarified Expressions is not
truly representative of the identified set of partially
clarified expressions is the degree to which error c
exists. For example, the school board members, above,
identified three subgoal areas: teacher contact, teacher
personality, and teacher respect. If only selected
aspects of teacher contact are assessed, and if neither
teacher personality nor respect is assessed, then only a
fraction of the school board's view of teacher competency
will have been examined.
Following the identification of the selected set of
partially clarified expressions for which measurement
procedures are to be defined, the identification of such
measurement procedures occurs. The model assumes that
there is a population of measures possible for each
expression; the degree to which the Identified Set of
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Measures does not equal the population or is not complete-
ly representative of the population, is the degree to
which error d exists. For example, the population of
measures for the assessment of the subgoal that the
methods used to present the lesson be appropriate might
include measurement of the match of those methods with the
aims of the lesson, with the capabilities of the students,
and with the abilities of the teachers. Furthermore, since
the school board has not delineated specific subject
matter, one would assume that such assessment would
include all subject matter taught. If only a subset of
these measurement domains are identified, then the iden-
tified set of measures will not be equal to and may not
be representative of the population of measures.
Although a set of measures has been identified, it
may be that the entire set of measures is not used.
Therefore, the degree to which the Selected Set of Mea-
sures is not truly representative of the identified
measures is the degree to which error e^ occurs. for
example, if the identified measures include measures of
the match between the methods and the children's capabil-
ities in reading and math, but only the measures for math
are used, one does not know about the results for reading
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and whether or not the results in reading would be similar
to those in math.
In an ongoing program, the content for any stage of
the model may change across time or decision maker. As
pointed out above, the Unverbalized Goal may or may not
change and the Verbalized Goal may or may not be restated
to reflect that change. Even if the Unverbalized Goal
does not change, a given decision maker across time or
different decision makers may define the Verbalized Goal
somewhat differently, thus, potentially producing differ-
ent populations of Partially Clarified Expressions . A
program's subgoals and measures need to be reviewed and
revised periodically to ensure that they reflect the
program's current unverbalized and verbalized goals. If
they are not thus reviewed and revised, the type and
extent of errors c_, d^, and e^ are likely to change. These
changes could result in the errors' becoming larger,
smaller, or simply different.
After measures have been selected, scoring procedures
have to be chosen. For example, correction for guessing
procedures may or may not be employed in multiple choice
testing; or an instrument may be factor analyzed, and
factor scores may be utilized rather than subtest scores
based on content analysis. These different methods
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of scoring may produce different results. This discrep-
ancy among results as a function of different scoring
procedures may be considered a manifestation of error f.
While errors a through e are concerned with the adequacy
with which each step represents the preceding step, error
_f is conceptually different. The problem at the scoring
stage is to best approximate the verbalized goal, (or,
perhaps, the manifestations of the unverbalized goal);
thus, in a sense, scoring techniques may be employed upon
occasion to compensate for errors b through e.
The errors between any of the stages may or may not
be additive. They will not be additive if a shift in
plane is made. In Figure 2, for example, (P - S) + (S -
I) does not equal (P - I). If the errors are additive,
the various levels within the schema will all exist on the
same hyperplane in a multidimensional space. The process
of cancellation may occur in error which is additive;
i.e., a lower level within the model may, on the same
hyperplane, more closely approximate a higher level than
does an intermediate stage. However, when one component
at any level moves from this hyperplane, error becomes
non-additive
.
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FIGURE 2
Possibility of Non-additivity of Error
P (Partially Clarified
Expressions
)
(Selected Set of Partially
Clarified Expressions)
(Identified Set of Measures)
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Pla c ement of Re liability and Validity
within Model
The reduction of errors a, b, c, and d requires
techniques which handle clarification of the thought
process. Work which has been done in this area in the
field of evaluation includes the "Operationalization of
Fuzzy Concepts" (Hutchinson and Bennedict, 1970)
,
brain-
storming techniques, and some forms of validation such as
work in the area of construct validity.
Most studies of validity and reliability are con-
cerned with identified sets of instruments and thus are
concerned primarily with model error e (and sometimes _f) .
The primary purpose of such studies, however, is often
to ascertain that an instrument is measuring a particular
trait; such studies, therefore, are also concerned with
errors a through d even when they do not differentiate
these types of errors from their concern with errors e^
and £
.
Below, each of the types of reliability and validity
reviewed in Chapter II is placed within the model. Fig-
ure 3 provides a preview of the relationship each of these
has with the types of error proposed in the model.
Homogeneity coefficients, based on the administration
of a single test at a single point in time, examine
item
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FIGURE 3
Relationship of Traditional Approaches to Reliability
and Validity to Proposed Error Constructs
Approach to Reliability/ Error Construct
Validity a b c d e f
Reliability
Homogeneity X
Parallel form X
Validity
Face
assumption X X X X X
definition X
appearance
non-statistical X X X X X
statistical X
hypothesis X X X
Content
objective-related X X X X
item-related X
Concurrent X X
Construct X X X X X X
Convergent/discriminant X X X X X X
Incremental X
Degree of abstraction
concrete X
conceptual X X X X X X
Degree of naturalness X
Degree of directness
direct X
circumstantial X X X X X X
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variance, in a sense treating items or groups of items as
separate measures, and thus are methods of assessing
error e . Test-retest coefficients which examine the same
test administered at two different points in time examine
variance observed in the individual being examined and are
thus outside the concerns of the proposed model. Parallel
f°rm reliability examines variance among different selec-
ted measures and thus is a form of assessment of error e.
As described in Chapter II, Mosier's definition of
face validity includes four distinct forms: validity by
assumption, validity by definition, validity by appear-
ance, and validity by hypothesis.
If one validates by assumption one may hypothesize an
unverbalized goal in order to determine if error exists
between that unverbalized goal and the instrument. Such
validation would include all errors (a^ through e) posited
by the model. However, there is no way of knowing either
that the validator's unverbalized goal is the unverbalized
goal of the instrument developer or that the validator is
even attempting a comparison of the instrument with an
unverbalized goal. If such a comparison does not take
place, validity by assumption could include almost any set
of errors, depending upon the validator's intended or
unintended method of operation. For example, if the
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validator's frame of reference includes several other
similar measures, then the validator may be concerned with
error e, that is with deciding whether or not the instru-
ment is representative of some identified set of measures*
On the other hand, if the validator's primary concern is
that program goals be evaluated, then the validator may
consider whether or not the instrument appears to be
relevant to those goals. In such cases, there may be more
concern that the instrument appears to be relevant to at
least some subset of goals than that it be representative
of them.
An instrument is valid by definition if a subject
matter expert considers that the test items are an
appropriate sample from a given population of items.
Mosier points out that the direction of test validation in
validity by definition flows from the test to the criter-
ion rather than from a criterion to the test. Thus, we
consider the test a valid measure of those items of which
it is a representative sample. There is nothing in this
process of determining validity to preclude the fact that
one may be measuring more variables than one intends to
measure; e.g., ability to read or facility with multiple
choice test. Validity by definition is concerned that the
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selected measures be representative of the identified
measures and is thus concerned with error e.
If an instrument is to be valid by appearance
,
it
must both appear to be valid and be demonstrated to be
valid through statistical tests. The non— sta tistical part
of validity by appearance seems to be similar to validity
by assumption and thus its relationship to the proposed
model would be the same as that posited for validity by
assumption. The statistical analysis component requires
an undefined outside criterion. Within the model, an
outside criterion would be another measure, thus the
statistical component of validity by appearance would be a
testing for error £, that is, a comparison of one measure
with another measure.
If one validates by hypothesis
,
one assumes that the
instrument is valid because of its apparent relationship
with other instruments whose validity has been demon-
strated; one also plans to test that assumption at a later
date. This form of validation assumes that the two
verbalized goals or the two partially clarified expres-
sions are similar and that the two instruments are cor-
respondingly similar. Thus, it is making assumptions
about errors d, e, and i.
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Content Validity is concerned with assuring that the
items correspond to the universe of items which the test
samples. Cronbach (1971) points out that the universe of
items includes the type of response expected of the
examinee. He suggests, that to ensure content validity,
the test constructor work through his/her objectives,
subdividing them in a logical fashion until the desired
items are obtained. Depending upon the test constructor,
these objectives might be the identified or selected
set of partially clarified expressions. This method of
assuring content validity thus potentially provides
systematic checks for errors b through e. If, instead of
working through objectives in a systematic fashion, the
validator only attempts to ascertain that the selected
items correspond to some identified universe of items,
then only error e is being examined.
Concurrent Validity
,
which ascertains the degree to
which two different tests given at the same time measure
the same thing, examines error e. If the two methods for
scoring differ for the two tests, then error f^ may also
occur
.
Studies of Construct Validity are designed to assess
the ability of an instrument to measure an abstract trait,
rather than specified content or specified future per ior-
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mance. As such, they are thus concerned with measuring
abstract goals and are concerned with errors a through f.
A study of Convergent and Discrimi na nt Vali dity
ascertains whether or not an instrument has higher corre-
lations with different types of instruments which purport
to measure the same trait than it has with similar types
of instruments which measure different traits. These
validities, thus, appear to be most concerned with assess-
ing error f (differences obtained through the use of
different scoring techniques) and error e (relationships
among a set of measures). Such studies are designed,
however, to improve our measurement of hypothesized
traits. As such, they use an examination of errors e and f
to assess the verbalized goal (and perhaps the unverbal-
ized goal). Therefore, although the method does not
specifically identify error components a through d, it
encompasses them as an undifferentiated mass in its study
of errors e and _f.
Intrinsic Content and Intrinsic Correlation Validity,
which are concerned with the examination of the relation-
ship of the instrument with a number of both predictor and
criterion variables, are precursors of convergent and
discriminant validity and hold a similar relationship to
the model.
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Incremental Validity y in its examination of a bat-
tery to ascertain that a new test adds information to the
battery, is a statistical procedure to ascertain that one
has a representative sample across the identified set of
measures and thus is concerned with error e.
In general, Cattell's Three Parameters view concerns
validity from the perspective of the test instrument and
defines the types of variables which may be used as the
criterion (defined as goal in this study) in an assessment
of the instrument's validity. While this view of validity
begins with the instrument and moves out to the criterion
(goal), the proposed model's concern begins with the goal
and moves out to the instrument.
As Cattell points out, the conceptual end of the
Degree Q f Abstraction continuum is similar to construct
validity. The concrete end of the abstraction continuum
involves the comparison of different measures (high and
low inference), and is, thus, concerned with error e. As
Cattell points out, the conceptual end of the continuum is
very similar to construct validity; thus, like construct
validity, it is concerned with errors a through _f. The
continuum D egree of Naturalness , which ranges from
measures existing naturally within our culture to measures
which are artifactual (e.g., an intelligence test), is
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also concerned with a comparison of low and high inference
measures and is thus also concerned with error e. The
direct end of the Degree of Directness continuum involves
ascertaining that two instruments correlate highly with
each other while the circumstantial end involves ascer-
taining that the two instruments behave similarly toward
other phenomena. The direct end of the continuum, thus,
is concerned with error e, while the circumstantial end is
concerned with globally assessing errors a through t by
comparing the instruments with phenomena external to the
model
.
Cronbach ' s five foci of investigation present a
variety of issues. The foci of educational importance,
personnel selection, and personnel placement are not
within the domain of goal assessment and thus do not
pertain to the proposed model. The other two foci,
construct and content validity, have been discussed
above
.
Peak discussed reliability and validity within a
larger framework of objective observation. She presented
problems of observation, selection of the behavior to be
observed, documentation and stability of observation,
validity, scoring procedures, and unity of items. Stabil-
ity of observation, scoring procedures and item unity
fall
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within the proposed model's concern with error f. The
placement of validity has been discussed above. Concern
with documentation of the observation is beyond the
confines of the proposed model. The problem of selecting
the appropriate behavior to be observed is analogous to
being sure that an identified measure is appropriate for
the stated goal.
T est 2: Placement of Evaluation Data into Mode l
The second test of the model is the placement of data
from a program evaluation into the model. As presented
in Chapter III, the data to be placed in the model are
from the evaluation of an educational program which was
implemented in the lower elementary grades at a number of
different locations across the United States. The speci-
fic data placed in the model relate to the program goal of
parent participation and were extracted from relevant
program documents: The Follow Through Program Manual
(1969), the Parent Interview (Spring, 1973), the Support -
ing Statement for the Parent Interview (December, 1972),
and the evaluators' report: Education as Experimentation:
A Planned Variation Model (Stebbins et al., 1977).
The Verbalized Goal is parent participation and is
listed as a program goal within the Program Manual . In
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addition to providing the goal, the manual also provides
a set of goal specifications. Those specifications are
the Partially Clarified Expressions of the model. The
Parent Interview was the method used to assess the parent
participation goal. The purpose of the Supporting State-
ment for the Parent Interview was to provide a justifica-
tion for each Parent Interview item. It does this for
program goals by linking those items back to concepts
presented in the Program Manual . The subset of types of
parent participation presented by the Supporting Statement
for the Parent Interview is the model's Selected Set of
Partially Clarified Expressions
,
and the Parent Interview
items are the model's Identified Measures . The measures
of parent participation included in the evaluators'
report are the model's Selected Measures .
Figure 4 presents the model as it is applied to the
documents of the study of parent participation. Figure 4
differs from Figure 1 in three ways. First, it begins
with the verbalized goal rather than with the unverbal-
ized goal. Second, it illustrates only those identified
measures which are present in the Parent Interview.
While the model encompasses the possibility that not all
measures will be identified and thus postulates an error
d, within the confines of a study which has completed
Components
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instrument development, only identified measures may be
examined. Third, the applied model is not concerned with
different scoring procedures. This would require exten-
sive exploration into problems of error or measurement,
problems which constitute many studies rather than a
small component of one study.
The Program Manual lists four different types of par-
ent participation as necessary for an effective project:
1. Participation in the process of making
decisions about the nature and operation
of the project through frequent meetings
of a Policy Advisory Committee [PAC] and
other parent groups;
2. Parent educational and community activ-
ities which parents have helped develop;
3. Participation in the classroom and school
as paid volunteers, or observers; and
4. Provision for regular home contact by
... (program) staff.
For each of these four types of parent participation,
the P rogram Manual mandates a variety of activities.
(Appendix A presents the section of the Program Manual
which relates to parent participation.) Some of these
mandated activities were assessed through items in the
Parent Interview . Figure 5 presents the content of items
which address each of the four mandated types of parent
FIGURE S 63
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Participation. (Appendix B presents the items as they are
presented in the Parent Interview
.)
In addition to containing items which assess mandated
parent participation activities, the Parent Interview also
contains items which related to parent participation
activities not mandated in the Program Manual
. Figure 5
also presents those items categorized by subject content.
Although interviews with parents can provide informa-
tion about attitudes toward various types of parental
participation and about the extent to which the individual
parents participate, parent interviews are not an appro-
priate method for obtaining other types of participation
information; e.g., the extent to which parent advisory
councils make program decisions. During the early days of
the program, evaluation plans included a community level
study. Such a study might have provided an opportunity to
study these other mandated activities.
One of the limitations of this study is that it can
only make a quantitative examination of data which are
available through the Parent Interview . Therefore, those
mandated activities which are not assessed in the Parent
Interview will not be discussed further, except to note
that the assessment of parent participation in the na-
tional evaluation of Follow Through was severely con
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strained by not having parent participation data from
sources other than the Parent Interview
.
The Supporting Statement for the Parent Intervi ew
categorizes three types of parent participation:
1. Parental participation in PAC or PTA;
2. Parental participation in child's educa-
tional programs at home and/or at school;
and
3. Regular home contact with program staff.
Figure 5 presents the content of Parent Intervi ew
items which the Supporting Statement for the Parent Inter-
view lists as items written to assess each of these three
types of parent participation. The Parent Interview also
contains items which related to parent participation but
which are not defined in that manner in the Supporting
Statement for the Parent Interview . Figure 5 also pre-
sents the content of those items categorized by subject
content.
The evaluators' report (Stebbins et al., 1977)
lists the following four measures of parent involvement:
1. PAC involvement;
2. School helped the parent personally;
3. Parental visits to school; and
.
Parental talks with teacher.4
68
Figure 5 presents the content of Parent Interview
items which the evaluators' report used in developing
these four measures. The Parent Interview also contains
items which relate to parent participation but which are
not so identified in the evaluators' report. Figure 5
also presents those items categorized by subject content.
Figure 6 presents the information provided in Figure
5 in a different format. In figure 6 the content of all
Parent Interview items which relate to parent participa-
tion is listed in the left column. The left portion of
the double column labeled Program Manual lists the four
major categories of parent participation activities which
were identified by the Program Manual .
Under each of these categories, an x has been placed
beside each of the Parent Interview items which tap that
category of activity. These four groups of items have
been labeled Pi through P4 (P for Program Manual ) . In the
right portion of this double column an o has been placed
beside each Parent Interview item which relates to parent
participation but which is not so defined in the Program
Manual. The items so marked have been categorized into
four groups (P5 through P8) according to type of subject
conte nt.
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FIGURE 6
Relationship of Parent Interview
Parent Interview Item Program
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Manual Statement Report
Participation in Parental
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o o
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FIGURE 6 (cont.)
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FIGURE 6 (cont.)
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The left portion of the double column labeled Sup-
port ing Statement lists the three types of parent partici-
pation presented in the Supporting Stateme nt for the
Parent Interview , Under each of these categories an x has
been placed beside each of the items which tap that cat-
egory of activity. These three groups have been labeled
SI through S3 (S for Supporting Statement ). In the
right portion of this double column an o has been placed
beside each item which related to parent participation
but which is not so defined in the Supporting State-
ment for the Parent Interview . These items so marked have
been categorized into four groups (S4 through S7) accord-
ing to subject content.
The left portion of the double column labeled Evalua-
tors 1 Report lists the four types of parent participation
presented in the evaluators' report. Under each of these
categories an x has been placed beside each of the items
which tap that category of activity. The four groups have
been labeled El through E4 (E for evaluators' report). In
the right portion of this double column an o has been
placed beside each item which relates to parent participa-
tion but which is not so defined in the evaluators'
report. These items so marked have been categorized into
five groups (E5 to E9)
.
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As Figure 6 illustrates, while there is a close
similarity of categories of parent participation across
the study documents, the categories are not identical,
and similar categories do not have identical sets of
items. This lack of complete correspondence across
documents is not surprising given that the documents
were generated across an eight year span; both the program
and the evaluation might well be expected to change across
that long a period of time.
T est
_3 T est for the Existence of Error Constructs
Method . As discussed above, unverbalized and verbalized
goals are likely to change across time and decision
makers. The data being explored in this study are from
an ongoing program which began in 1967 and include its
P rogram Manual
,
printed in 1969; its Parent Interview
and supporting statement, printed in 1973; and the evalua-
tors' report, printed in 1977. Between 1967 and the
present, the program's unverbalized and verbalized
goals may have changed several times.
For purposes of this examination, the current ver-
sion of the Verbalized Goal has been defined to include
all items in the Parent Interview which relate to parent
involvement in school— related activities whether or not
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they are associated with parent involvement in the Sup-
porting Statement for the Parent Interview
. The model
postulates that the extent to which the population of Par-
tially Clarified Expressions does not completely represent
the verbalized goal, that error b may exist. As noted
earlier, the Program Manual represents the population of
Partially Clarified Expressions ; however, the P rogram
Manual is a document which was produced during the early
days of the program and cannot necessarily be expected to
present the most up-to-date version of the population
of P artially Clarified Expressions . A comparison of
interview items which are referenced in the P rogram
Manual with interview items which are not referenced in
the Program Manual will produce an estimate of the extent
to which error b might exist if only Program Manual -ref er-
enced items were used in the evaluation.
Similarly, the model postulates that the extent to
which the Selected Set of Partially Clarified Expressions
does not completely represent the population of Partially
Clarified Expressions is the extent to which error c may
exist. As noted earlier, the Supporting Statement for
the Parent Interview represents the Selected Set o_f
Partially Clarified Expressions ; that document, however,
was produced in 1973 and cannot be expected to present
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the most up-to-date version of the Selected Set of Par-
tially Clarified Expressions
,
since the population of
which they are to be a representative subset is assumed
to have changed since that time. A comparison of inter-
view items which are referenced in the Supporting State-
ment for the Parent Interview with items which are not
referenced in that document will produce an estimate
of the extent to which error £ might exist if only Sup-
portin g Statement for the Parent Interview-refe re need
items were used in the -evaluation.
The model further postulates that the extent to
which Selected Measures do not completely represent the
population of Identified Measures is the extent to which
error e may exist. As noted earlier, the evaluators'
report represents the Selected Measures ; that document,
however, does not include within its parent involvement
scales all of the Parent Interview items which relate to
parent involvement in school-related activities. Since
that complete set of Parent Interview items is being taken
to represent the most up-to-date version of the verbalized
goal for purposes of this study, a comparison of interview
items which are referenced in the evaluators' report with
items which are not referenced in the report will produce
an estimate of the extent to which error e exists.
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Because the measures of parent involvement reported
in the evaluation being examined were in the form of mul-
tiple item scales, the data examined in this study have
also been presented as multiple item scales.
The method used in this study to develop scales
parallels that used in the evaluators' report. For each
individual item standard scores were computed using a mean
of 50 and a standard deviation of 10.
Pi, for example, is a scale consisting of four items.
For the first item. Attendance at PAC, parents could say
that they did attend, that they did not attend, or that
they did not know or were not sure if they had ever atten-
ded a PAC meeting. If a parent did not know, the response
was recoded to "did not attend." The negative response
was then coded 0; the positive response, 1. The mean and
standard deviation were then computed for the population
of parents included within this study. A standard score
(using a mean of 50 and a standard deviation of 10) was
then computed for each parent on this item. This standard
score then served as input to scale Pi.
While this item illustrates the handling of binary
data, the first item in scale P2 illustrates the handling
of a non-binary item. In this case, parents were asked
how helpful school had been to them (item 57). They
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could respond: extremely helpful, very helpful, fairly
helpful, not helpful at all. These responses were recoded
to 1 for "not helpful at all" through 4 for "extremely
helpful." The mean and standard deviation were then
computed for the population of parents included within
this study. A standard score (using a mean of 50 and a
standard deviation of 10) was then computed for each
parent on this item. This standard score then served as
input to scale P2.
Standard scores were computed in this fashion for
each item for every scale as a way to ensure that each
item carried equal weight within a given scale.
Scale scores were developed by summing the items
belonging to the scale. The scale scores were then
standardized, again, using a mean of 50 and a standard
deviation of 10. This standardization of scale scores
ensured that each scale carried equal weight into the
analyses
.
The specific scales which were developed and the
items which composed them are noted in Figure 6. Pi, for
example, is a scale about "Participation in the Decision-
making Process" which is composed of items which are
referenced in the P rogram Manual . Similarly, P2 is a
scale about "Educational and Community Activities," P3 is
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a scale about "Parental Participation in Classroom and
Other Project Activities," and P4 is a scale about "Reg-
ular Home Contact with Program Staff," all of which are
composed of items referenced in the Program Manual
. Scale
P5, on the other hand, is composed of interview items
which relate to "Participation in the Decision-making
Process," but which are not referenced in the P rogram
Manual
. Similarly, Scales P6, P7 and P8 consist of items
which relate to parent involvement, but which are not so
referenced in the Program Manual
. In the evaluation being
studied, the non-Program Manual-related items contributed
to four different scales; therefore, in a parallel fash-
ion, they have been assigned to four distinct scales in
this study.
Similarly, scales Si through S7 represent information
provided by the Parent Interview with scales SI through S3
being referenced in the Supporting Statement and scales S4
through S7 providing non-Supporting Statement information.
Scales El through E9 represent information provided by the
Parent Interview with scales El through E4 being refer-
enced in the evaluators' report and scales E5 through E9
providing non-evaluators' report information.
To summarize, the potential for error b will be
assessed quantitatively by examining the extent to which
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information provided by non-Program Manual data deviates
from information provided by Program Manual data. The
potential for error will be assessed by examining the
extent to which information provided by non—Suppo r t i ng
Statement data deviates from information provided by
Supporting Statement data. The potential for error e will
be assessed by examining the extent to which information
provided by non-evaluators' report data deviates from
information provided by evaluators' report data. As
pointed out above, errors d and t will not be examined.
In order to make these assessments a statistical
procedure is needed which will permit the use of more than
one variable on each side of the equation and which will
provide a measure of the extent to which information pro-
vided by one set of variables is duplicated by information
provided by the other set of variables. The canonical
correlation procedure with the associated index of re-
dundancy (Stewart and Love, 1968) meets these criteria.
The above comparisons will be made using the canon-
ical correlation procedure. That procedure permits the
assessment of the structure of relationship across the
sets of measures. The statistics available within this
model include:
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R The canonical correlation coefficient
which is the maximum correlation that
can be obtained between a linear func-
tion of the first set of variables.
c
A measure of the overlap between the
canonical variates.
A measure of the redundancy which is
present in the first set of variables
given the second set of variables
(Stewart and Love, 1968)
.
A measure of the redundancy which is
present in the second set of variables
given the first set of variables.
While R and R 2
c c will provide information about
the similarity of the two sets of variables being ex-
plored, other data provided by the canonical correlation
analysis are more pertinent to this study. rl-R is
an index of the redundancy present in the left set of
variables given the information available in the right
2
set. Similarly R is an index of the redunancy in
R • L
the right set, given the information available in the left
set. For simplicity, we provide the formula for these two
indices using traditional multiple regression terms,
calling the left and right sets, the criterion and predic-
tor sets, respectively:
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R2
c-p
c
Z
k=l
xkvck
=
c c
£ Z (L* /M
k=l j=i c
where correlation between the
and kth canonical factor
M: number of variables in set
A: squared multiple correlation
)
jth variable
2 2These redundancy coefficients, R^ R and RR>L , W1H-
be used to assess the potential for errors b, c, and e.
For example, as discussed above, to assess- error b,
two sets of scales were developed. The first set repre-
sents those data which are present in the Program Manual
,
scales numbered Pi through P4 in Figure 6. Within the
canonical correlation analyses these scales are identified
as the left set. The second set of scales represents
those data which are not present in the Program Manual ,
scales numbered P5 through P8 in Figure 6. Within the
canonical correlation analyses these scales are identified
as the right set. If either or both of the redundancy
coefficients is low, it will indicate that the two sets of
scales provide different types of information and that i_he
potential for error is large if one set os scales is used
and the other is not. If both redundancy coefficients are
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high, then the two sets of scales provide essentially the
same information and the potential for error is probably
smaller.
As also noted above, scales have been developed to
assess errors c and e in a similar manner. Scales
numbered SI through S3 in Figure 6 are the scales repre-
senting the Selected Set of Partially Clarified Expres -
sions and contain items associated with the three dif-
ferent types of parent participation discussed in the
Supporting Statement for the Parent Interview . Scales S4
through S7 represent those items which were not refer-
enced in the Supporting Statement for the Parent Inter -
view. Scales numbered El through E4 are the Selected Set
of Measures and are the parent participation scales
reported in the evaluators' report. Scales numbered E5
through E9 represent additional types of parent parti-
cipation which are not presented as parent participation
in the evaluators' report.
Fi ndings . Table 1 presents canonical correlations and
associated statistics for each of the three lists of
scales. All but two of the roots are significant at the
.05 level. These two exceptions are root 4 in the
P££-
gram Manual set, and root 3 in the Supporting
Statement
for the Parent Interview set.
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TABLE 1
Canonical Correlations and Associated Statistics
Document Root
Canonical
Correlation Chi-Sguare D.F.
Program 1 .7257 3715.8496* 16
Manual
2 .4822 998.4006* 9
3 .0970 36.9422* 4
4 .0268 2.6099 1
Supporting 1 .5946 1642.3432* 12
Statement
2 .1226 56.7624* 6
3 .0219 1.7382 2
Measures 1 .6764 2731.7025* 24
2 .3321 510.5002* 15
3 .1329 85.8963* 8
4 .0762 21.1293* 3
< .05
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Table 2 presents the components of the measures of
redundancy. These data are reported for each significant
root. The variance extracted is computed by summing the
squared loadings for a given variate and dividing by the
number of scales making up that variate. A coefficient of
redundancy is computed for each root by multiplying the
root's eigenvalue by the variance extracted. A root's
proportion of total redundancy is the root's redundancy
coefficient divided by the sum of all of the redundancy
coefficients in that set. The proportion of total redun-
dancy has been computed only for those sets in which all
roots are significant. By definition, the sum of the
redundancy coefficients for the smaller set, in those
lists wherein all roots are significant, is 1.0.
The Program Manual set examines the representa-
tiveness of the partially clarified expressions by
comparing scales composed of items which are linked to the
Program Manual with scales composed of items which are not
linked to the Program Manual . The canonical variates
extract 77 percent of the variance associated with each
set. Twenty-six percent of the variance of the set which
is linked to the Program Manual is predicted by the
other
set, while 24 percent of the variance of the
alternate set
the set linked to the Program _Manua_l .is predicted by
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Set
Left
Right
TABLE 2
Components of Redundancy Measure
Component Root Program Supporting Measures
Manual Statement
Eigenvalue 1 .5266 .3536 .4575
2 .2325 .0150 .1103
3 .0094 .0177
4 .0058
Variance 1 .4263 .4737 .4275
Extracted 2 .1588 .2185 .1811
3 .1852 .1621
4 .2293
.7703 .6922 1.0000
Redundancy 1 .2245 .1675 .1956
2 .0369 .0033 .0200
3 .0017 .0029
4 .0013
.2631 .1708 .2198
Proportion 1 .8899
of Total 2 .0910
Redundancy 3 .0132
4 .0059
Variance 1 .3656 .3644 .2661
Extracted 2 .1851 .2098 .1552
3 .2179 .1406
4 .1425
.7686 .5742 .7044
Redundancy 1 .1925 .1289 .1217
2 .0430 .0031 . 0171
3 .0020 .0025
4 .0008
.2375 .1320 .1421
.8564
Proportion 1
.1203
of Total 2
.0176
Redundancy 3
4
.0056
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This suggests that the items which are not linked to the
Prog ram Manual provide additional information about parent
participation beyond those areas originally suggested by
the Program Manual
.
The Supporting Statement set examines the repre-
sentativeness of the Selected Set of Partially Clarified
Expressions by comparing scales composed of items which
are associated with the Supporting Statement for the
Parent Interview with scales composed of items which are
not associated with parent participation in the Supporting
Statement for the Parent Interview . The canonical vari-
ates extract 69 percent of the variance for the set
associated with the Supporting Statement for the Parent
Interview and 57 percent of the variance associated with
the other set. Only 17 percent of the variance of the
Supporting Statement for the Parent Interview set is
predicted by the other set, and only 13 percent of the
other set's variance is predicted by the S uppo r t i ng
Statement for the Parent Interview set.
The evaluators' report set examines the representa-
tiveness of the Selected Set of Measures by comparing
scales associated with parent participation in the evalu-
ators' report with scales composed of items not associ-
ated with parent participation in the evaluators' report.
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Because all four roots are significant, all the variance
is extracted from the smaller set (evaluators' report); 70
percent of the variance is extracted from the larger set
(the set not associated with the evaluators' report).
The two sets contain a moderate amount of overlap, with 22
percent of the variance of the evaluators' report set
being predicted by the alternate set and 14 percent of
the variance of the alternate set being predicted by the
evaluators' set. In each case, most of the overlapping
variance is from the first scale in each set, although a
moderate amount is also input from the second scale in
each set.
In each of the above situations, the set not asso-
ciated with a program document appears to contain a
considerable amount of information which is not provided
by the documented set. The Partially Clarified Expres -
sions
,
as identified in the Program Manual
,
predict only
24 percent of the variance in the alternate set. The
Selected Set of Partially Clarified Expressions , as iden-
tified by the Supporting Statement for the Parent Inter -
view, predicts only 13 percent of its alternate set; and
the Selected Set of Measures in the evaluators' report
predicts only 14 percent of the variance in its alternate
set. In each case, much more information about parent
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participation is available in the Parent Interview ; and
there is no explicit reason to believe that the Parent
Interview items have tapped all types of parent partici-
pation. In fact, as noted above, the Parent Interview
only began to tap those areas of parent participation
about which parents could provide info rma tion--those types
of information usually obtained at the program level, such
as decision making power, are not addressed.
CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH
In the development of evaluation designs, one
concern of evaluators is to provide decision makers with
usable information about goal attainment. As evaluators
attempt to provide such information, they are concerned
that it be as error-free as possible, given the usual time
and resource constraints. Error is usually examined
through reliability and validity studies which usually
focus on the instrument. Error may also occur during the
conceptualization of the goal, prior to the development
and selection of instruments.
This study presents a model which outlines the
process involved both in the conceptualization and in the
development and selection of tools for measuring the
attainment of goals.
In addition to presenting such a model, the study
has also examined the model, using three different tests.
In the first test, traditional approaches to reliability
and validity (reviewed in Chapter II) were placed within
the model as a demonstration of its ability to
encompass
commonly recognized methods for assessing error
components,
and to identify additional sources of error.
In the
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second test, a goal and its associated subgoals and
measurement scales (from the program evaluation study
described in Chapter III) were placed within the model as
a demonstration of the model's ability to assist evalua-
tors in examining critically their plans. In the third
test, measurement data (from the study descirbed in
Chapter III) were used to demonstrate the usefulness of
the model in assisting evaluators in a quantitative
examination of their plans.
In Chapter IV, three of the six potential sources
of error were examined using quantitative procedures.
Most evaluation work is performed under severe time and
financial constraints; under such constraints it is
usually not possible to field test instruments with a
sample size sufficiently large to use the model quantita-
tively. Under such circumstances, the model would best be
used in a qualitative manner. Therefore, the proposed
model is presented again below, with a new set of examples
and with suggestions for use in a qualitative manner.
Figure 7 presents the model again and provides exam-
ples for each type of error. These examples are based on
the concept of parent participation. Whereas the mate-
rial presented in Chapter IV used parent participation
as a verbalized goal, this set of examples uses parent
FIGURE 7
Model Outline with Examples
Unverbalized Goal
(Error a)
Verbalized Goal:
1. Participation in classroom activities
2. Participation in program-related activities at
home
3. Participation by providing input into decision
making process
(4) Participation through voting in decision making
bodies
(Error b)
Partially Clarified Expressions:
la. Participation in classroom custodial
functions
lb. Participation in classroom instructional
functions
2a. Participation through helping children
with homework
2b. Participation through reading to/with
children
3a. Participation in Advisory Council
(3b) Participation through speaking up at
school board and similar meetings
(Error c)
Selected Set of Partially Clarified Expressions:
la. Participation in classroom custodial functions
lb. Participation in classroom instructional
functions
2a. Participation through helping children with
homework
2b. Participation through reading to/with children
(Error d)
Identified Set of Measures:
la + lb (Classroom observation)
Items on parent and teacher questionnaires
2a + 2b Items on parent and child questionnaires
(Error e)
Selected Set of Measures:
All items indicated above
( E r ro r £_
)
Scoring Procedcures:
Factor scores
Scale score with unit-item weighting
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participation as the unverbalized goal. This example of
using the same concept for two distinct specifications is
intended to demonstrate that there is nothing inherent in
a concept which defines a stage of specification, but
rather that the stage is defined by the particular ap-
proach to the concept. In Chapter IV, with parent parti-
cipation as the verbalized goal, all of the possible
types of parent participation could be considered as
appropriate subgoals. In this example, with parent
participation as the unverbalized goal, the evaluator must
work with the decision maker to ascertain which types of
parent participation are intended.
Four different types of verbalized goals are sug-
gested in Figure 7. In this example we shall assume that
an evaluator is working with a local school administrator
to define parent participation for a local school program.
The administrator states that parents are expected to
participate in classroom activities and in program-related
activities at home. When the evaluator asks if parents
are to participate in the decision-making process, the
administrator says that they are to be invited to provide
input into that process through participation in
forums,
but that they are not to be participants in
decision
mak i ng
.
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Here we see at least two different ways in which
error type a could occur and potentially two different
ways for attempting to minimize it. First, error type a
could occur through unintended omission if the evaluator
did not propose additional ideas for the administrator to
consider. Second, if the evaluator discusses the un-
verbalized goal only with the administrator, various
types of parent participation assumed by other interested
parties in the community may be ignored. For example,
although the administrator may not intend that parents
have a voice in decision making, others may believe
otherwise. Although we speak of evaluation providing
information for decision makers and of the need to provide
those decision makers with information about their goals,
we sometimes ignore the fact that within a school dis-
trict, or any other community, there are many different
interest groups and that goal information may need to be
collected for some of these other groups as well.
The two ways to minimize, or assess, the potential
for error a would be for the evaluator to provide for
and suggest alternative ways of verbalizing the initial
goal and for the evaluator to speak with a number of
different groups who have an interest in the evaluation.
The evaluator should also not assume that once goals have
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been defined, that they shall remain static. As mentioned
in Chapter IV, as different people become involved or as
the same people change across the months and years, the
meaning of goal statements may change whether or not the
words stay the same.
The model postulates that in addition to an unverba-
lized and a verbalized goal, there is a Set of Partially
Clarified Expressions which completely defines the verbal-
ized goal. If only a partial set of these expressions is
identified, then the potential for error b exists. For
purposes of this example, we shall assume that the six
expressions listed in Figure 7 constitute that universe;
however, that only the first five are identified by the
decision maker.
Error b may occur under circumstances similar to
those which contribute to the potential for error a, that
is, intended or unintended omissions. The potential for
error b may be assessed or minimized by procedures sug-
gested for error a, i.e., extensive probing and suggesting
of alternatives by the evaluator and discussions with
representatives of other interest groups. Error may
also occur at this stage through misinterpretation. For
example, participation in classroom instructional func-
tions may be interpreted to give a parent a supporting
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role to the teacher in an instruction situation, or it
could be interpreted to mean that a parent could plan
lessons and teach some subjects to some groups of students.
This potential for misinterpretation can be reduced
through careful definition of terms during the process of
developing and refining these partially clarified expres-
sions
.
The model postulates that the entire set of partially
clarified expressions may not be selected for assessment.
If only a partial set is selected, then error c will occur
if that selected set is not representative of the complet-
ed set. In the example in Figure 7, it is assumed that
partially clarified expression 3a has been dropped from
consideration for assessment. This particular one has
been dropped to illustrate the type of situation which
often results in assessment of only a portion of the
goals. Expressions la and lb could be assessed through
classroom observation or teacher or parent questionnaires,
the method used would depend both on the types of informa-
tion desired and the resources available for data collec-
tion. Expressions 2a and 2b would probably need to be
assessed through parent or child questionnaires. Expres-
sion 3a might be examined through parent questionnaires
or through observations at Advisory Council meetings.
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The lack of resources often precludes this latter type of
data collection. The evaluator and administrator might
decide, however, that parent questionnaires could not
provide the type of information needed for this subgoal,
and that the only recourse is to not consider it for
assessment.
When decisions of this type are being planned, if
representatives of the various interest groups are noti-
fied, they may be able to suggest alternative resources
or methods for at least minimal data collection in the
potentially neglected areas, thus reducing the potential
for error £. However, even if no way can be found to
reduce such error, the open discussion of its potential
existence early in the evaluation planning will help to
involve all groups in the process and may forestall dam-
aging commentary by these groups following the evaluation.
The model postulates that if the measures which are
identified do not adequately represent the Selected Set of
Partially Clarified Expressions that error d will occur.
Classroom observation has been included in Figure 7 with-
in parentheses to indicate that while it might be an
appropriate method for assesssing the type and extent of
parent participation in the classroom that it has not been
identified as such by the evaluator and administrator and
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thus may lead to error. Such exclusions of potentially
appropriate measures may occur through unintended or
intended omission. A search of relevant literature may
help the evaluator reduce chances for the unintended
omission of appropriate measures. Intended omissions are
likely to occur for reasons such as those discussed
regarding error The same methods suggested for asses-
sing and minimizing error c apply to error d also.
The model postulates that all of the identified
measures may not be used. The extent to which a Selected
Set of Measures is not representative of the identified
set is the extent to which the potential for error e
exists. Problems in instrument administration, and/or
scoring, or data handling are among the more likely
reasons for the selected set of measures not to be iden-
tical with the identified set. In such cases, the loss is
often irretrievable. If the loss is not complete, it may
be possible to establish estimates of the missing data.
However, while every effort should be made to minimize the
chance for error e to occur, if it does occur, usually the
most that can be done is to acknowledge its existence in
the discussion of the other evaluation results.
After measures have been selected and used, sev-
eral different scoring procedures may be employed; the
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discrepancy in results depending on the differences in
scoring procedures is a manifestation of error f. An
examination of error
_f would involve an assessment of
different scoring procedures, and, as discussed in Chapter
IV, that would involve many studies. Depending upon the
magnitude of a specific evaluation effort, such activities
may or may not be feasible. An alternative to this
extensive empirical examination might include careful
analysis, by the evaluator or someone else who is familiar
with different scoring techniques, of the types of infor-
mation which would be provided by the various scoring
strategies. For example, factor scores may provide more
internally consistent indicators of independent scales;
unit weighted item scores may provide less reliable but
more extensive information about participation in speci-
fically identified types of activities. Thus, careful
analysis of the type of information provided by different
scoring techniques may reduce the potential for error _f.
While such analysis should always be performed, it is
often ignored in the rush to produce the most reliable
score possible.
While errors a through e are concerned with the
adequacy with which each step represents the preceding
step, error f is conceptually different. The problem at
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the scoring stage is to best approximate the verbalized
goal, (or, perhaps, the manifestations of the unverba-
lized goal); thus, in a sense, scoring techniques may be
employed upon occasion to compensate for errors b through
e and consideration of this strategy should be given
during the process of selecting scoring procedures.
The proposed model is not intended as a radically new
way of viewing the world of measurement. Rather the model
is being proposed as a way to help us focus on aspects of
the measurement process which are often ignored. Measure-
ment issues usually involve concerns with instrumentation.
This model is an attempt to heighten our awareness of
processes which occur prior to instrumentation. Others
have also been concerned with processes prior to instru-
mentation. For example, Hutchinson and Benedict and
Mager are concerned with goal definition. From a some-
what different perspective, those who examine construct
validity are also concerned with assessing aspects of
the conceptualization process.
What this model has hopefully added is a systematic
presentation of the conceptualization/instrumentation
continuum and through that presentation a systematic
method for reviewing areas where error may occur.
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The present model has focused on the conceptualiza-
tion and tool development and selection processes involved
in the evaluation of program goals. The model might be
expanded to include concerns other than those related to
goal assessment. For example, the model might be modified
so that it could encompass potential sources of errors
involved in the development of competency-based tests. A
modification of this type would require a review of the
methods used to develop such tests and a comparison of
those methods with the stages outlined in the model. Such
a comparison could provide insight both into potential
sources of error in the processes used to develop com-
petency-based tests and into ways to modify the model.
The current model encompasses many, but not all, of the
approaches to the study of reliability and validity.
Further work on the model might also include an examina-
tion of the model to assess the possibility of modifica-
tion to encompass other types of measurement issues such
as replicability of information from a single data source
(test-retest reliability)
.
In the normal process of an evaluation, as measures
are developed and used, both implicit and explicit
con-
sideration is given to many of the concerns addressed
by the proposed model. The evaluators attempt
to develop
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measures which will provide needed information about
the program goals. The proposed model suggests a sys-
tematic framework for this endeavor. Its greatest utility
would probably be within the instrument development phase.
The use of such a framework might encourage the evaluation
staff to explore a variety of measures for assessment
rather than rapidly narrowing the focus to a small set of
selected measures.
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APPENDIX A*
1 1 1 • PARENT PARTICIPATION AND COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT
Follow Through is one of the special emphasis programs
within the community action title of the Economic Oppor-
tunity Act. One of the aims of community action is to
give low-income people a larger voice in handling their
own affairs, in determining the priority of their needs,
and in establishing the ways in which those needs shall be
met. Follow Through guidelines—especially those sections
requiring the involvement of parents, representatives of
relevant community agencies, and other individuals having
concern for the poor in project planning and opera-
tion—reflect this aim of community action. The Follow
Through Program is committed to efforts that assist in
opening up the school and the community to each other for
the benefit of the child, the home, and the school.
A. Parent Participation
EVERY FOLLOW THROUGH PROJECT MUST PROVIDE FOR SIGNIFICANT
PARENT PARTICIPATION IN ALL ASPECTS OF THE PROJECT
A basic tenet of Follow Through is that parents have both
the right and the responsibility to share in determining
the nature of their children's education. Accordingly,
parents must be given opportunities to take an active role
in all aspects of Follow Through. Interaction between
parents and Follow Through staff—in homes, classrooms,
and elsewhere in the community—can (1) help parents learn
how they can best support and influence the program and,
on their own, contribute more fully to their child's total
development and (2) help staff become more responsive
to the needs and goals of the parents and community and
translate such goals into meaningful project activities.
At least four major kinds of parent participation are
necessary for an effective Follow Through project:
o Participation in the process of making deci-
sions about the nature and operation of the
project through frequent meetings of a Policy
Advisory Committee and other parent groups;
*Quoted from Program Manual , 1969, pp. 5-10, 14-16
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o Participation in the classroom and school
as paid employees, volunteers, or observers;
o Provision for regular
Through staff;
home contact by Follow
o Parent educational and community activities
which parents have helped develop.
A staff member, preferably low— income, should be designa-
ted to coordinate parent participation activities.
This section (Section III, A) deals only with the first of
these parent participation activities. The other three
activities are discussed in Section V, D, below.
1. The Policy Advisory Committee . Every Follow Through
project must have a Policy Advisory Committee (PAC) of
which at least fifty percent of the members must be
elected from among low-income parents of children in
Follow Through classes. The remaining members should be
drawn from agencies, community groups, and individuals
that have a concern for poor children.
The PAC must include a representative designated by the
CAA. The PAC may include representatives from the pre-
school project, local health, welfare, and social service
agencies. The Follow Through coordinator and other
professional or nonprofessional project staff responsible
for instruction, health, nutrition, social and psycho-
logical services may serve as non-voting members or as
consultants to this committee. The selection fo non-
parent representatives should be discussed with the parent
members prior to their appointment. The parent coordinator
should work closely with the PAC and provide necessary
staff support.
A chairman should be elected from among the Follow Through
parents on the committee and should schedule frequent
meetings of the PAC. The PAC must have the right to set
its own agenda.
The PAC should be encouraged to form sub— commi ttees in
areas such as personnel, career development, curriculum,
evaluation, fund-raising, budget, grievances, parent ac-
tivities, community relations, etc. Persons not members
of the PAC may be designated members of such subcommittees
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Provision should be made for funds to be made available to
the PAC to support its activities.
In communi ti ies where potential Follow Through partici-
pants and parents have not yet been identified, the
applicant should organize an interim advisory group that
includes parents elected by the Policy Advisory Committee
of the local Head Start or equivalent pre-school program.
If there is no pre-school Policy Advisory Committee, the
LEA and CAA should work cooperatively to establish the
interim Follow Through advisory group of which half the
members shall be elected from among the parents of the
low-income children enrolled in the pre-school program.
When and where there is no CAA, the LEA and the parents of
the low-income children in the pre-school program should
co-sponsor such an election. When the Follow Through
project children are identified, the parents of those
children shall then elect representatives to the PAC to
replace the parent members of the interim committee.
The Policy Advisory Committee must play a substantial role
in the planning and management of the Follow Through
project.
At a minimum
,
the PAC will:
o Represent the interest and concerns of the
parents, professional organizations, and public
ag enc ies
.
o Actively participate in the development of and
give approval to the Follow Through application
before it is submitted.
o Establish criteria for the selection of Follow
Through staff personnel (paid and volunteer)
and participate in their recruitment and
selection.
o Continually assess the effectiveness of the
Follow Through project and make recommendations
to the project coordinator regarding program
improvements
.
o Establish a procedure by which grievances and
complaints of parents and others can receive
prompt and sympathetic consideration, and
participate in working toward their resolution.
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o Assist in organizing parent activities.
o Communicate with parents, community agencies
and organizations, and others to encourage
their active participation in the Follow
Through project.
o Assist in mobilizing community resources.
Other Parent Groups
. Monthly meetings of the parents
in each Follow Through school or of all Follow Through
parents, depending on the size of the project, should
become an established practice. These meetings will serve
to keep parents in constant touch with new developments in
the project and provide opportunities for them to discuss
issues and make suggestions and recommendations which may
then be referred to the Policy Advisory Committee and the
project coordinator for action. Parent groups and Follow
Through staff may engage in such activities as joint
meetings, informal discussions, and workshops focusing on
matters of mutual concern.
B . Involvement of the Community Action Agency
THE COMM UNITY AC TION AG EN CY MUST B E INVOLVED IN THE
DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION OF THE FOLLOW THROUGH
PROJECT .
Where a community action agency is not itself the grantee,
the grantee shall see to it that the CAA:
o is fully involved in the development of the
project;
o reviews and signs the final application for
funds, including its comments on proposal
design; and
o continues to play
the project.
role in the operation of
A Follow Through project operated by a school system must
be developed in cooperation with the local CAA in its
area. Cooperation here means continuous and genuine
working relationships during the period when the project
is being planned and developed as well as when it is being
carried out.
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The community action agency should provide support to boththe school system and the low-income community as they
work together to establish and operate a Follow Throughproject. The CAA, as the agency responsible for coordina-ting poverty programs, particularly those funded underTitle II of the EOA, can:
o assist in developing Follow Through services
that are responsive and relevant to the needs
of Follow Through children and their families;
o provide guidance, training, and technical
assistance to assist the school system in
effectively involving low-income persons,
especially parents, in the planning, conduct,
and evaluation of the Follow Through project;
o act as an advocate for the low-income community
and provide project area residents with the
resources and support which they will need to
(a) participate meaningfully in Follow Through
operations and (b) in general, contribute to
the discussion and solution of poverty problems.
o assist in securing the active participation of
other community agencies in the project and in
making these agencies more responsive and
relevant to the needs of the low-income com-
munity.
Having a CAA representative on the PAC will insure on-
going CAA participation in the project. The Follow
Through coordinator should keep the CAA informed of
project activities and meet with CAA officials periodi-
cally to discuss project developments. (See Section V, A,
below for examples of possible program coordination with
Head Start.)
C . Mobilization of Community Resources
EXISTING HEALTH, WELFARE, AND SOCIAL SERVICE AGENCIES MUST
BE CONSULTED IN THE PLANNING, DEVELOPMENT, AND OPERATION
OF THE FOLLOW THROUGH PROJECT .
The success of Follow Through depends, to a large extent,
upon the support of the general community. Many local and
State agencies, organizations, and associations provide
services to low— income families—e.g., settlement houses,
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State or local departments of health, education or wel-fare, medical and dental associations, pa r ent-teache
r
associations, church groups, civic associations, founda-
tions, and local businesses. Their expertise is valuable
and they should be consulted when the application is being
prepared as well as during project operation. The profes-
sional advice and services of these agencies can be most
useful in creating or expanding necessary project services.
At a minimum, the Follow Through project should:
o prevent duplication of services by utilizing,
whenever possible, the existing services
provided by these agencies, and
o make use of the expertise and guidance provided
by these agencies.
Many of the above organizations will be able to provide
services basic to the project, e.g., medical and dental
care facilities and supplies. Reimbursement may be
provided for some of these services. If such services are
donated, contributions may be counted as non-Federal
share, subject to limitations in Section VII, C, below.
If a grantee expects such groups to provide services or
facilities to the project, it may be advantageous for them
to be represented on the Policy Advisory Committee.
D. Volunteers
VOLUNTEERS SHOULD BE RECRUITED FOR CLASSROOM AND OTHER
PROJECT ACTIVITIES.
Mobilization of community resources involves more than
agencies and groups. Individuals count heavily as a
community resource. Accordingly, volunteers—both pro-
fessional and non-professional--can play a substantial
role in the planning and implementation of Follow Through
proj ects.
Volunteers with professional skills can help design the
Follow Through project. A social worker can advise on the
social services component. A pediatrician or dentist can
advise on the health services component and can be instru-
mental in involving the medical and dental associations in
the project.
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Regular use of volunteers from the neighborhood is an
excellent means of increasing the number of adults in the
classroom. Involving teenagers is often a good way toincrease the amount of individual attention a young child
receives from an older person. Men especially should be
sought to serve as volunteers. Volunteers can assist ininstructional activities, help make teaching materials,
guide visitors to the project, assist children on field
trips, serve as carpenters, painters, baby sitters, inter-
preters, gardeners, story tellers, bus aides, mealtime
helpers, newsletter staff, equipment managers, photog-
raphers, etc. They can contribute specialized skills to
the project and serve to broaden community awareness of
Follow Through.
Volunteers who have
excellent source for
Start volunteer can
teers.
served in Head Start projects are an
Follow Through. The experienced Head
be of great assistance to new volun-
Schedules should be planned so that volunteers participate
on a regular pre-arranged basis.
V. THE LOCAL PROGRAM
D. Parent Activities
EV ER Y FO LLO W TH ROUGH PROJECT MUST DEVELOP ACTIVITIES
HAVING SIGNIFICANCE TO PARENTS OF FOLLOW THROUGH CHILDREN.
As set forth in Section III, A, above, each Follow Through
project must provide for the following parent participa-
tion activities:
1 . Pare nt Participation in the Project as Paid
Employees, Volunteers or Observers . Each Follow Through
Project must make provisions for ample parent participa-
tion in classroom and other project activities, in both
paraprof essional and unpaid capacities. Having parents in
the classroom:
o gives the staff an opportunity to know the
parents better and to learn from them;
enables school staff to explain and inter-
pret the school program to parents and others
in the community;
o
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o gives parents a better understanding of pro-ject objectives and activities and the kinds
of home assistance their children may require;
o shows the child the depth of his parent's
interest in him and his school program.
For these reasons, low-income persons in the project area,
especially parents of Follow Through children, must be
given preference in the employment of non-professionals in
a Follow Through project. Many parents may be able to
serve as volunteers as well.
Follow Through classrooms must be open to parent observers
at reasonable and convenient times. Parents should be
encouraged to observe classes several times during the
year. Some parts of the project might be arranged in the
evening or on Saturday to permit fathers to observe.
There are, of course, many activities outside the class-
room (e.g., field trips, health visits, social occasions)
in which the presence of parents is equally desirable and
profitable
.
2 . Provisions for Regular Home Contact by Follow
Through Staff. Staff, parents and children will all
benefit from home visits and telephone calls. Every
effort must be made to explain the advantages of such
interaction between school and home.
Home visits by Follow Through Personnel should be made
only with the prior knowledge and full consent of the
parents. Contingent upon parent consent, project staff,
including classroom personnel, health, and social workers,
should visit each home as frequently as is appropriate and
desired.
Home visits should have a pur po se--e
.
g
. ,
exchange of
information on a child's behavior and interests; explana-
tion of how parents can reinforce learning in areas such
as verbal and fine motor skills or how parents can struc-
ture play for maximum learning.
Where home visits are inconvenient or not desired, tele-
phone calls by program staff are an excellent way to
inform parents of their children's progress and to demon-
strate the desire of Follow Through staff to maintain
contact with the home.
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3 . Educational and Community Activities for Parents.
The Follow Through project must develop plans for educa-
tional and community activities, which are responsive to
the needs expressed by parents. The parents, through the
PAC and other parent groups, should participate fully in
the development of such plans. In many cases, appropriate
courses may already be available to serve the needs which
parents may express, e.g., sewing, carpentry, etc., by the
Y.M.C.A. or similar organizations, literacy training by
the schools, or classes in consumer buying and credit
conducted by a community organization. Parents should be
assisted in making full use of such existing resources.
When existing resources do not meet the needs of parents,
it will be necessary to establish new activities that are
centered around the expressed needs of Follow Through
pa rents.
In order to facilitate participation in parent activities,
Follow Through mothers and project staff can work to
establish cooperative child-care arrangements. Space
within project facilities should be made available for
child care service as well as for parent meetings.
Parents acting cooperatively and with the help of others
in the neighborhood should be encouraged to organize for
their children and themselves after-school activities
which utilize the home and neighborhood as learning
envi ronments.
APPENDIX B
Parent Participation Items
As Formatted in
Parent Interview
26. How often does (SAMPLE CHILD) come to you for help on
school work—would you say . . .
Every day 1
Several times a week 2
About once a week 3
2 to 3 times a month 4
Once a month or less 5
27. How often does (SAMPLE CHILD) talk about what's
happening in class—would you say . . .
Every day 1
Several times a week 2
About once a week 3
2 to 3 times a month 4
Once a month or less 5
33. Does (SAMPLE CHILD) ever read out loud to someone at
home?
Yes (ASK A
,
B, & C) 1
No 2
Child can'
t
read 3
IF YES:
A. How often does he do that? Would you say . . .
ITw o r \r d a v . . . . 1
Several times a week ...
.
About once a week
2 to 3 times a month. . . 4
Once a month o r less. . .
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Who does he usually read to? (CODE ALL THAT
APPLY)
Parents, other adults 1
Children younger than
sample child 2
Children older than
sample child 3
Someone else (SPECIFY) 4
C. Does someone usually ask him to read or does he
volunteer?
Someone asks 1
Child volunteers 2
Both 3
35. Does someone at home ever read to (SAMPLE CHILD)?
Yes (ASK A, B, & C) 1
No 2
IF YES:
A. How often does someone at home read to (SAMPLE
CHILD)? Would you say . . .
Every day 1
Several times a week 2
About once a month 3
2 to 3 times a month 4
Once a month or less 5
B. Who usually reads to (SAMPLE CHILD)? (CODE ALL
THAT APPLY)
Mother
Fa ther
Other adults
Older children
Younger children
Someone else (Specify)
1
2
3
4
5
6
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C. Does (SAMPLE CHILD) usually ask someone to read
to him or does someone usually offer?
Sample child asks 1
Someone offers 2
Both
IF SAMPLE CHILD NOW IN FOLLOW THROUGH ("YES TO Q. 18) ASK
Qs. 37-39.
And now we would like to ask you some things about Follow
Through
.
37 . What are the things you like most about Follow
Through? (PROBE: What other things do you like
about it?)
IF SAMPLE CHILD NOT NOW IN FOLLOW THROUGH ("NO" TO Q. 18),
ASK Qs. 41 & 42.
41. What are the things you like about (SAMPLE CHILD'S)
school? (PROBE: What other things do you like about
it?)
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46. Do you work in any school—either as a volunteer orfor pay?
Yes (ASK A-D)
No
IF YES:
A. do you work in a c lassroom at this school?
Yes
No
.
B. Do you work as a volunteer, a paid worker, or
both?
1
2
Volunteer
Paid Worker
Both
C. How often do you work? Would you say
. .
Every day
Several times a week
About once a week
2 to 3 times a month
Once a month or less
D. Is this at (SAMPLE CHILD'S) school?
Yes 1
No 2
h
tN
n
•
h
rg
n
in
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Since the beginning of this school year, have you[or(SAMPLE CHILD'S) father] gone to watch (SAMPLECHILD'S) class, while class was going on?
Yes (ASK A-C)
Yes, work in child's
classroom (ASK A-C) 2
No (SKIP TO Q. 49) 3
A. How many times did you go [without (SAMPLE
CHILD'S) father]?
Number of times:
IF SAMPLE CHILD'S FATHER LISTED IN HOUSEHOLD IN Q.10,
ASK B & ~CT
"
B. How many times did you go with (SAMPLE CHILD'S)
father?
Number of times:
C. How many times did (SAMPLE CHILD'S) father go
without you ?
Number of times:
IF "YES" TO Q. 47 ASK Q. 48.
48. How did you happen
classroom the last
ask you to come,
to go to watch (SAMPLE CHILD'S)
time—did the teacher or school
or did you decide on your own?
Teacher or school asked....
1
Decided on own 2
Other (SPECIFY) 3
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Since the beginning of the school year, have youyourself gone to school to talk with (SAMPLE CHILD'S)
teacher ?
Yes (ASK A & B) l
Yes, work in child's
classroom (ASK A & BJ....2
No (SKIP TO Q. 51) 3
IF YES:
How many different times did you go to talk with
(SAMPLE CHILD'S) teacher this year?
Number
:
B . How did you happen to
the teacher this year?
ask you to come, or d
i
own?
go to school to talk with
Did the teacher or school
d you decide to go on your
School or teacher asked....
1
Decided on own 2
Both 3
Other (SPECIFY) 4
50 . In general, what did you and (SAMPLE CHILD'S) teacher
talk about the last time you went to school
with her? (ASK A-E)
to talk
A. Did you discuss any problems (SAMPLE
CHILD) may have had with his school?
Yes . .
1
No ... 2
B. Did you talk about what (SAMPLE CHILD)
is learning in school?
Yes. .
No. . .2
C. Did you talk about (SAMPLE CHILD'S)
behavior in school?
Yes. .
No. . .2
D. Did you talk about (SAMPLE CHILD'S)
books or teaching materials?
Yes. .
No. . .
2
E. Did you talk about the teacher's
method of teaching (SAMPLE CHILD)?
Yes. .
1
No. . .2
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ASK EVERYONE
51. Since the beginning of the
school year, have any of
the following people from
(SAMPLE CHILD'S) school
come to your home to talk
with you? (READ EACH
PERSON)
VISITED
FOR EACH YES TO 0 . 51.
ASK-
A. How many different
visits were made by
(READ EACH PERSON)
1. (SAMPLE CHILD'S)
teacher
2. (His/her) teacher's
aide
3. School Principal
4. School Nurse/Doctor/
Dentist
Yes No
1 2
1 2
1 2
Total Number of Differ-
ent Visits
5
Social Worker 1 2
6. Follow Through Director 1 2
7. Parent Coordinator 1 2
8. Someone else (SPECIFY) 1 2
52. Since the beginning of the school year, have you gone
to talk with anyone from (SAMPLE CHILD'S) school be-
sides the teacher, either at school or someplace
else?
Yes
No (SKIP TO Q. 54)
1
2
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53. Did you go to talk with
.
(READ EACH PERSON)
. .IFOR EACH YES TO 0. 53.
I ASK :
"
I A . How many different
visits did you make
to talk with
. . .
I (READ EACH PERSON)
Yes No Total Number of Differ -
ent Visits
1. School Principal 1 2
2. (SAMPLE CHILD'S)
teacher's aide 1 2
3. Nurse/Doctor/Dentist 1 2
4. Social Worker 1 2
5. Follow Through Director 1 2
6. Parent Coordinator 1 2
7. Someone else (SPECIFY) 1 2
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56. Here
I SHOW
IRESP.
I ORANGE
I CARDS
| AND
I TAN
I ANSWER
I CARD
is another group of cards. Each one tells how
school has been helpful to you personally.
Now I would like you to put these cards into
three piles.
(REPEAT INSTRUCTIONS TO RESPONDENT AS IN
Q.54)
Remember that if you want to change your mind,
just move the card from one box to another.
TAKE EACH PILE, ONE AT A TIME, AND CODE ONTO
QUESTIONNARIE
.
Helped you . . .
A. Has helped me to learn about
my child's teaching program
B. Has helped me to get to know
the teacher and other people
at school
Ve ry
A little or
great not at
deal Some all12 3
12 3
C. Has helped me to help my child
with his school work 1 2 3
D. Has helped me to understand
how children learn 1
E. Has helped me to find a job 1
F. Has helped me to take courses
in school or college
G. Has helped to give me the chance
to help plan my child's school
prog ram
H. Has helped me to meet other
parents like myself
I. Has helped me to find medical,
dental, and other services when
my child has needed them
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
1 2 3
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In general
,
how helpful has school been to youpersonally? Would you say
. .
Extremely helpful 1
Very helpful 2
Fairly helpful 3
Not helpful at all 4
Are you [or (SAMPLE CHILD'S) father] active in
any parents' groups such as PTA or PA (not including
the Policy Advisory Committee), that is, do you
attend meetings regularly?
Yes (ASK A) 1
No 2
A. About how often do you attend meetings?
Almost every meeting 1
Often 2
Once in a while 3
Seldom 4
64. Have you ever heard of a group called the Policy
Advisory Committee, sometimes called Parent Advisory
Committee, P.A.C., P.C., or PAC (SOUNDS LIKE PACK)?
Yes 1
No (SKIP TO Q. 70) 2
Not sure/don't know
(SKIP TO Q. 70) 3
65. Have you [or (SAMPLE CHILD'S) father] ever gone to
the PAC general meetings?
Yes 1
No 2
Not sure/don't know 3
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66. Have you [or (SAMPLE CHILD'S) father] ever voted in a
PAC election?
Yes 1
No 2
Not sure/don't know 3
67. Have you [or (SAMPLE CHILD'S) father] every been a
member of PAC?
Yes (ASK A) 1
No 2
Not sure/don't know 3
A. Have you [or (SAMPLE CHILD'S) father] ever been
an officer of PAC?
Yes 1
No 2
Not sure/don't know. 3
70. Heire are some i deas that peo pie have. There isn'
t
a
right or wrong answe r
.
We just want your opinio n.
Do you agree or di sag ree?
A. No matter how hard a person tries , he can ' t do
much about what happens to him. Do you agree or
disag ree?
Yes, agree.
.
No, disagree
B .
C .
A person shouldn't plan ahead because things
don't usually work out.
Yes, agree 1
No, disagree 2
A person gets what he wants out of life if he
tries hard enough.
Yes, agree *
No, disagree 2
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And now about (SAMPLE CHILD'S) school.
D. The parents in (SAMPLE CHILD'S) school have a say
about how the school is run. Do you agree or
di sag ree?
Yes, agree
No, disagree 2
People in (his/her) school really know what the
parents want.
Yes, agree 1
No, disagree 2
F. If parents do not agree with the people in
(his/her) school, there's not much parents can
do
.
Yes, agree 1
No, disagree 2
G. People in (SAMPLE CHILD'S) school really care
about what the parents think. Do you agree o*r
disag ree?
Yes, agree 1
No, disagree 2


